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Section  I. 


Haying  explained  the  nature  and  operation  of  deeds  entered  into  Alnnatbn  by 
by  private  persons,  which  derive  ytheir  effect  from  the  consent  of  ncoid. 
the  contracting  parties,  we  shall  now  proceed  to  treat  of  those 
assurances  which  are  effected  by  matter  of  record ;  that  is,  where 
the  sanction  of  a  court  of  record  is  called  in  to  substantiate,  pre- 
serve, and  be  a  perpetual  testimony  of  the  transfer  of  property 
from  one  person  to  another. 

Assurances  by  matter  of  record,  are,  L  Private  acts  of  Parlia- 
ment; II.  King's  grants;  IIL  Fines;  and  IV.  Common  re- 
coveries, (a) 

(a)  [As  a  bargain  and  lale  of  an  eitate  of  freehold  or  inheritance  requires  inpobnenU 
it  may,  in  a  restricted  sense,  be  confidoed  an  assurance  of  iBCord.  See  voU  4.  Tit.  3d* 
c  39.  s,  36.] 
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Private  act.  2.  Private  acts  of  Parliament  derive  their  origin  from  the  fol- 

lowing circumstances.  It  was  a  common  practice,  so  early  as -in 
HaVs  Juris,  the  reign  of  Edward  I.,  for  persons  to  present  petitions  to  Parlia- 
&  10.    '  ment  for  relief  in  private  affairs.    These  were  referred  to  certain 

prelates,  earls,  and  barons,  appointed  at  the  meeting  of  every 

Parliament  to  be  receivers  and  triers  of  petitions ;  who,  npon  ex- 

Id.  c.  12.  an^inatioQ  of  th%  contents  of  such  petiti9ns,  wdorsed  upon  them 

what  course  wt9  to  be  pursiied   hy  the  petitionars  to  obtain 
redress. 

3.  In  those  cases  where  the  petitioners  might  have  relief  by 
the  ordinary  course  of  Uw,  in  the  King^s  cqqrts,  the  answer  was, 
that  the  petitioners  might  sue  at  common  law ;  and  sometimes 
the  petition  was  referred  to  the  proper  court  in  which  the  case 
was  determinable.  But  wh^o  the  petitioner  could  have  no  re- 
lief, without  a  new  law  made  by  an  act  of  Parliament,  either  in 
that  particular  case,  or  which  might  by  a  geperal  purview  extend 
to  it,  the  petition  was  referred  to  Parliament ;  and  an  award  was 
made  upon  it  by  the  King  and  the  Lords,  or  by  the  Lords  alone 
and  sanctioned  by  the  King,  which  had  all  the  effect  and  force 
of  a  statute. 
Rot.  Pari.  Vol.  4.  In  the  first  year  of  King  H^nry  lY.  the  Commons  indirectly 
No.  78,  79.       claimed  a  right  of  concuning  with  the  Lords  in  the  consideration 

of  petitions,  and  of  joining  in  the  awards  made  upon  them;  but 
the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  told  them,  in  the  King's  name, 
that  they  were  only  petitioners,  and  that  all  judgments  apper- 
tained to  the  King  and  to  the  Lords ;  unless  it  were  in  statutes, 
grants,  subsidies,  or  such  like :  the  which  order  the  King  would 
from  that  time  be  observed.  It  became,  hawever,  fully  esta- 
blished in  the  reign  of  King  Biobard  III.,  that  no  award  OQuld 
be  made  on  a  private  petition,  without  a  formal  and  complete 
act  of  the  whole  legislature ;  and  tlier efore  from  this  period  such 
awards  have  been  called  private  acts  of  Parliament,  and  have 
been  distinguished  in  the  statute  book  from  public  ones. 
What  imakes  5.  A  private  act  is  described  by  Lord  Chief  Baron  Comyns, 

pnva  .  1^  ^g  ^  statute  which  concerns  only  a  particular  species,  or  thing. 
Dig.  Tit.  Far-  or  person.  In  39  Eliz.  it  was  resolved  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Holland's  case,  Bench,  that  the  statute  21  Hen.  8.  c.  13.,  by  which  spiritual  per-* 
4  Rep.  6.        gQj^g  ^gj.g  abridged  from  having  pluralities  of  livings,  was  a 

general  act,  because  it  concerned  the  whole  spiritualty  in  gene- 
ral.    But  it  was  admitted,  that  the  statute  18  Eliz.  c.  6.,  con- 
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ceniing  colleges  in  the  two  universities^  and  the  colleges  of  Eton 
and  Winchester,  was  a  private  act  It  was  also  observed  that 
the  statutes  13  Eliz.  c.  10.  and  18  Eliz.  c.  11.,  concerning  col- 
leges, deans  and  chapters^  hospitals,  parsons,  vicars,  or  any  other, 
having  any  spiritual  or  ecclesiastical  living,  were  general  acts ; 
and  that  the  statute  1  Eliz.  concerning  leases  made  by  bishops, 
was  a  private  act,  because  it  concerned  bishops  only,  who  are  6  Rep-  ^  a* 
but  a  species  of  the  spiritualty. 

6.  It  is  also  said  in  the  same  case,  that  if  an  act  is  special,  ^  Rep.  76  a. 
which  extends  ad  species,  a  multo  fortiori  it  is  special  or  particu- 
lar, which  extends  ad  indmdua.    Now,  although  the  matter  be 
special,  so  that  under  it  there  be  no  indhidua,  yet  if  it  is  general 

as  to  persons,  it  is  a  general  act ;  but  if  it  concerns  aUquod  sin^ 
gularey  seu  mdwiduum,  although  it  be  general  as  to  persons,  it 
win  be  deemed  a  private  act.  So  although  the  act  as  to  persons 
be  general,  but  the  matter  thereof  concerns  individua,  or  singular 
things,  as  a  particular  manor-house.  Sec.,  or  all  the  manors,  . 
houses,  8cc.,  in  one  or  sundry  particular  towns,  or  in  one  or  divers 
particular  counties,  it  is  a  private  act 

7.  Itisfurtherlaiddownby  the  Court  in  that  case,  that  every  Idem. 
act,  although  the  matter  thereof  concerns  indmdtui,  or  single 
things,  yet  if  it  touches  the  King  it  is  a  pubUc  act ;  for  every 
subject  has  an  interest  in  the  King,  as  the  head  of  the  common- 
wealth. And  it  was  resolved  in  the  case  of  WyUion  v.  Barkley,  Plowd.  228. 
that  an  act  which  was  made  in  35  Hen.  8.  by  which  all  convey- 
ances made  by  the  Lady  Catherine  (Henry's  queen),  or  to  her, 

by  or  to  the  King,  should  be  valid,  was  a  public  act. 

8.  In  a  public  act  there  may  be  a  private  clause,  as  in  the 
statute  3  Ja.  1.,  the  clause  which  gives  the  benefices  of  recusants 
in  particular  counties  to  the  universities,  is  a  private  act.    The 
statute  23  Hen.  6.  c.  9.  respecting  bail  bonds,  was  for  a  long  Samuel  v. 
time  considered  as  a  private  act ;  but  in  a  modem  case  it  was  Rep.  569. 
held  to  be  a  public  one. 

9.  A  private  act  is  not  printed  or  published  among  the  laws 
of  the  sessions.     It  remains,  however,  enrolled  among  the  public 
records ;  and  in  general  must  be  specially  set  forth  and  pleaded, 
otherwise  no  judge  or  jury  are  bound  to  take  notice  of  it.    But  i  Inst.  98  b.  n, 
it  has  lately  been  a  practice  to  insert  a  clause  in  acts  of  a  private 

nature,  declaring  that  they  shall  be  deemed  public  acts. 

10.  In  modern  times  a  private  act  of  Parliament  respecting 

b2 
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real  property,  which  is  usually  called  an  estate  act,  is  a  convey- 
ance or  settlement  of  lands  or  hereditaments,  made  under  the 
immediate  sanction  of  Parliament,  in  cases  where  the  parties  are 
not  capable  of  substantiating  their  agreements  without  the  aid  of 
the  legislature ;  and  where  the  carrying  such  agreements  into 
effect  is  evidently  beneficial  to  the  parties. 
wbl^''^te  ^  ^-  ^*  ^^"^^  ^  utterly  impossible  to  enumerate  the  variety  of 

acu  mav  be       cases  in  which  private  acts  of  Parliament  may  be  obtained.    A 

obtained*  />         «•   ■ 

few  of  them  shall,  however,  be  mentioned,  (a) 

1 2.  Where  a  person  is  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  under  a  will  or  settlement,  and  he  has 
either  no  children,  or  his  children  are  under  age,  if  an  opportu- 
nity offers  of  selling  the  estate  to  great  advantage,  a  private  act 
may  be  obtained  for  vesting  such  settled  estate  in  trustees  in  fee, 
discharged  from  the  uses  of  such  will  or  settlement,  upon  trust 
to  sell  the  same,  and  to  lay  out  the  money  in  the  purchase  of 
other  lands,  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses. 

13.  Where  a  person,  having  an  estate  in  strict  settlement, 
[which  does  not  contain  a  power  to  exchange  the  settled  pro- 
pei^yj  has  an  opportunity  of  making  an  advantageous  exchange 
vrith  another  person,  or  he  is  desirous  of  exchanging  his  settled 
estate  for  another  estate,  whereof  he  is  seised  in  fee,  a  private  act 
may  be  obtained  for  vesting  the  settled  estate  in  the  person  with 
whom  such  exchange  is  agreed  to  be  made,  or  in  the  tenant  for 
life  himself,  in  fee  simple,  and  limiting  the  estate  taken  in 

.  exchange  to  the  same  uses  to  which  the  settled  estate  stood* 
limited. 

14.  Where  an  estate  limited  in  strict  settlement  is  charged 
with  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  a  private  act  may  be  ob- 
tained fot  vesting  the  whole  or  a  competent  part  thereof,  in  trus- 
tees, in  fee  simple,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and  out  of  the 
money  to  pay  off  the  debts,  and  to  lay  out  the  surplus  in  the  pur- 
chase of  other  lands,  to  be  settled  to  the  old  uses. 

15.  Where  a  tenant  for  life  has  no  power  of  making  leases, 
and  it  would  be  advantageous  to  the  estate  if  it  could  be  let  for 
a  long  term  of  years^  a  private  act  may  be  obtained  for  enabling 
the  tenant  for  life  to  make  long  leases,  under  such  reservations 

(a)  All,  or  most  of,  the  purposet  for  which  private  acta  have  been  obtained,  will  be 
ascertained  by  reference  to  Mr.  Bramwell's  Analytical  Table  of  Private  Statatea. — Note 
to  former  editwn. 
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and  restrictioDB  as  are  necessary  to  render  such  leases  beneficial 
to  the  estate,  and  to  the  persons  in  remainder  and  reversion^ 

16.  Where  a  tenant  for  life  has  expended  his  own  money  in 
making  improvements  beneficial  to  the  inheritance,  or  is  desirouis 
of  making  such  improvements;  a  private  act  maybe  obtained, 
enabling  him  to  cha^  the  estate  with  the  money  so  laid  out,  or 
to  be  laid  out  on  such  improvements. 

17.  Where  an  estate  is  vested  in  several  persons  as  coparce- 
ners or  tenants  in  common,  some  of  whom  are  infants,  lunatics/a) 
or  tenants  for  life ;  and  a  fair  and  just  partition  is  made  thereof: 
a  private  act  may  be  obtained  for  confirming  such  partition,  by 
which  the  infants,  lunatics,  or  remainder-men  will  be  bound ; 
and  each  person  to  whom  a  share  is  alloted  in  severalty,  will  ac- 
quire the  legal  estate  therein. 

18.  Where  a  male  infant  is  desirous  of  marrying,  with  the  ap- 
probation of  his  parents  or  guardians,  a  private  act  may  be  ob- 
tained enabling  him  to  make  a  proper  settlement  on  such  mar- 
riage ;  to  be  as  valid  as  if  he  was  of  age.  And  there  is  an  act  in  Rot.  Pari.  Vol. 
14  Edw.  IV.  by  which  it  was  ordained  that  Henry  Duke  of  JJ;  l^]^^' 
Buckingham  should  be  taken,  reputed,  and  adjudged  as  a  per- 
son of  full  age,  and  that  all  things  by  him  or  against  him  to  be 

done,  should  be  of  such  force  and  effect,  as  if  they  were  done  at 
his  full  age. 

19.  Where  something  has  been  omitted  in  a  deed,  which  is 
absolutely  necessary  to  carry  it  into  execution ;  or  where  there 
has  been  a  palpable  and  evident  mistake ;  a  private  act  may  be 
obtained  to  supply  such  omission,  or  to  rectify  such  mistake.        * 

20.  Where  parishes  or  commons  are  agreed  to  be  inclosed,  a 
private  act  is  usually  obtained  for  that  purpose,  called  an  inclo- 
sure  act,  of  which  there  are  a  vast  number.  By  these  acts,  com- 
missioners are  appointed  to  carry  the  intention  of  the  parties  into 
execution ;  who  are  directed  to  allot  and  award  to  the  parties  in 
severalty,  such  portions  of  land  as  are  equivalent  to  their  former  vide  41  Geo. 
portions  of  common  fields,  or  to  their  rights  of  conunon.  And  Fflmrv.Bi]- 
in  a  modem  case  it  was  resolved,  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  W»^ ^*™- 

(a)  [By  the  stat.  1  'Will.  4.  c.  65.  s.  27.  it  is  provided,  that  where  any  person  shaU 
have  contracted  to  divide,  exchange,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  any  land,  and  shall 
afterwards  become  lunatic,  and  a  specific  performance  shall  have  been  decreed,  the 
committee,  by  direction  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  may,  in  the  place  of  the  lunatic,  convey 
the  laxid  in  performance  of  the  contract.] 
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that  by  the  general  inclosure  act^  the  legal  tide  to  an  aUotment 
was  not  acquired  until  the  execution  and  proclamation  of  the 
commisBioners'  award. 
JSfate  LT'°^      21.  Where  a  private  act  originates  in  the  House  of  Peers,  the 

mode  of  proceeding  is  thus, — a  petition  is  presented  to  the  House, 
signed  by  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  act,  stating  the  facts, 
and  that  the  petitioners  can  only  be  relieved,  or  obtain  what  they 
require,  by  means  of  the  power  and  authority  of  the  legislature ; 
and  praying  leave  to  bring  in  a  bill  for  the  purpose.  This  must 
be  presented  by  a  peer,  and  an  order  of  the  House  is  made,  re- 
ferring the  petition  to  two  of  the  Judges,  who  are  directed  to 
summon  all  persons  concerned  in  the  bill  before  them,  and  after 
hearing  them  and  perusing  the  draft  of  the  bill,  to  report  to  the 
House  the  state  of  the  case,  and  their  opinions  thereon,  under 
their  hands,  and  to  sign  the  draft  of  the  bill. 

22.  The  petition  is  then  carried  to  the  two  Judges  to  whom  it 
is  referred,  together  with  a  draft  of  the  bill ;  of  which  all  the  re- 
citals must  be  proved  before  them,  in  the  same  laanner,  and  by 
the  same  evidence,  as  in  a  trial  in  ejectment.  The  Judges  make 
their  report  to  the  House  of  Peers ;  and  if  they  approve  of  the 
draft  of  the  bill,  they  sign  it,  and  certify  that  it  is  proper  for 
effectuating  the  purposes  intended. 

23.  The  bill  is  then  brought  into  the  House  of  Peers,  read 
twice,  and  committed.  The  same  proofs  must  be  submitted  to 
the  committee  of  Lords,  which  were  produced  before  the  two 
Judges ;  and  afterwards  the  chairman  reports  it  to  the  House. 
It  is  then  read  a  third  time,  and  sent  to  the  House  of  Commons, 
where  it  goes  through  the  same  forms,  and  is  then  sent  back  to 
the  House  of  Peers  to  receive  the  royal  assent. 

24.  Where  a  private  act  of  Parliament  originates  in  the  House 
of  Commons,  a  petition  is  presented,  signed  by  the  parties  who 
are  suitors  for  such  act,  stating  the  facts,  and  praying  leave  to 
bring  in  a  bill ;  which  petition  is  presented  to  the  House  by  a 
member.  A  motion  is  then  made  that  it  be  referred  to  a  com- 
mittee, to  examine  the  allegations  in  the  petition.  The  evidence 
must  be  produced  before  this  committee,  and  when  concluded, 
the  chairman  makes  his  report,  and  moves  for  leave  to  bring  in 
a  bill,  pursuant  to  the  petition.  The  bill  is  then  brought  in,  read 
twice,  and  committed ;  all  the  evidence  is  again  produced  before 
the  new  committee,  which  the  chairman  reports  to  the  House, 
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and  ffioT^  that  the  bill  be  engroMed.  It  is  then  read  a  third 
time,  and  sent  to  the  House  of  Peers.  There  it  is  twice  read, 
and  then  eommitted^  The  evidence  is  again  produced  before  the 
oomniittee  of  the  House  of  Peei« ;  the  loid  in  the  chair  reports 
the  bill  to  the  House^  it  is  read  a  third  time,  and  then  receives 
the  royal  assent. 

26.  The  consent  of  all  parties  in  being,  and  capable  of  ponsent* 
ing,  who  have  the  remotest  interest  in  the  property  affected  by 
a  private  act,  ie  eKpreesly  required ;  unless  (says  Sir  W.  Black- .  2  Comm.  345. 
stone),  such  consent  appears  to  be  perversely,  and  without  any 
reaeon,  withheld. 

26.  Where  infants,  lunatics,  or  other  persons  incapable  of  act- 
ing for  themselves,  are  to  be  bound  by  a  private  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, a  ftall  equivalent  must  be  given  to  them  in  lieu  of  what  is 
taken  from  them  by  the  act ;  and  in  general  the  legislature  will 
not  saffer  the  property  of  pereons  of  this  description  to  be  altered 
by  a  private  act  of  Parliament,  unless  it  clearly  appear  that  they 
will  be  benefited  by  such  alteration. 

27.  A  general  saving  is  now  always  added  to  every  private  act 
of  Parliament  of  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  Crown,  and  of 
all  private  persons ;  except  those  whose  consent  is  given  or  pur- 
chased,  and  of  all  persons  claiming  under  them,  who  are  therein 
particularly  enumerated  and  named. 

28.  By  a  number  of  standing  orders  made  at  different  times 
by  the  Houses  of  Lords  (0)  and  Commons,  every  sort  of  precau- 
tion appears  to  have  been  adopted  by  the  legislature,  to  prevent 
the  possibility  of  surprise  or  fraud  in  obtaining  private  acts,  and 
particularly  as  to  estate  bills,  which  must  be  referred  to  two 

Judges  to  report  on  the  facts,  and  the  propriety  of  the  bill :  but  Vide  34  Geo. 
still  there  have  been  some  cases  in  which  great  imposition  has 
been  practised  on  Parliament  by  false  evidence. 

29.  With  respect  to  the  operation  of  a  private  act  of  Parlia-  Operation  of  a 

,  pnvate  ict. 

ment,  it  is  as  powerful  and  effective,  if  duly  and  properly  ob- 
tained, in  transferring  the  legal  estate  in  lands  from  one  person 
to  another,  and  in  binding  all  those  who  are  intended  to  be  bound 
by  it,  and  whose  rights  are  not  saved,  as  a  public  one.  But  it 
has  been  always  held  that  a  private  act  does  not  bind  strangers,  Brett  v.  Beaies, 
even  before  the  general  practice  of  inserting  a  saving  clause  in  it  417. 
was  adopted. 

(a)  [See  the  end  of  this  chapter.] 
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30.  Thus  in  2LHen.  7.  it  was  adjudged,  in  the  case  of  the 
Prior  of  Castleacre  and  the  Dean  of  St.  Stephen's,  that  the  act 
1  Hen.  5.  c.  7.,  which  gave  the  lands  of  priors  aliens  to  the  King^ 
did  not  extinguish  an  annuity  of  the  Prior  of  Castleacre,  which 
he  had  out  of  a  rectory,  parcel  of  a  priory  aUen ;  though  there 
was  not  any  saving  in  the  act. 

31.  So  in  a  case  in  8  Jac,  where  the  question  was,  whether 
the  act  22  Edw.  4.  c.  7.,  which  under  certain  circumstances 
authorizes  the  proprietors  of  grounds  in  forests,  after  a  fellings 
to  inclose  them,  without  the  King's  licence,  for  seven  years;  to 
preserve  the  springing  wood,  should  be  construed  so  as  to  ex- 
clude persons  having  right  of  common. 

Upon  this  point  Lord  Coke  reports,  that  the  Judges  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  were  of  opinion  the  commoners  were 
not  bound  by  the  statute,  for  the  following  reasons : — ^"  It  ap- 
pears by  the  preamble  between  what  persons,  and  for  and 
against  what  persons  this  act  was  made ;  and  the  parties  to  this 
great  contract  by  act  of  Parliament,  are  the  subjects  having 
woods,  &c.  within  forests,  chaces,  and  purlieus  of  the  one  part ; 
and  the  King,  and  the  other  owners  of  the  forests,  chaces,  and 
purlieus,  of  the  other  part.  So  that  the  commoners  are  not  any 
of  the  parties  between  whom  this  act  was  made :''  and  cited  the 
case  of  the  Prior  of  Castleacre. 

32.  In  a  subsequent  case  Lord  Hale  said — **  Every  man  is  so 
far  party  to  a  private  act  of  Parliament,  as  not  to  gainsay  it; 
but  not  so  as  to  give  up  his  interest  Tis  the  great  question  in 
Barrington's  case,  8  Ca  The  matter  of  the  act  there  directs  it 
to  be  between  the  foresters  and  the  proprietors  of  the  soil ;  and 
therefore  it  shall  not  extend  to  the  commoners,  to  take  away 
their  common.  Suppose  an  act  says,  whereas  there  is  a  con- 
troversy concerning  land  between  A.  and  B.,  'tis  enacted  that 
A.  shall  enjoy  it :  this  does  not  bind  others,  though  there  be  no 
saving;  because  it  was  only  intended  to  end  the  difference 
between  those  two«" 

33.  It  was  formerly  the  usual  practice^  where  a  tenant  in  tail 
applied  for  a  private  act  of  Parliament  to  bar  his  estate  tail,  and 
convert  it  into  a  fee  simple,  that  the  persons  in  remainder  and 
reversion  should  give  their  consent  to  the  act.  But  although 
such  consent  be  not  given,  yet  an  estate  tail,  and  all  the  re- 
mainders over^  and  also  the  reversion,  may  he  barred  by  a  private 


TUk  XXXIII.  Prhmte  Act.  s.  33-  M.  £ 

act  of  Parliament.    This  point  is  fully  established  in  an  opbion 
given  by  the  late  Mr.  Booth  on  the  following  case. 

34.  The  Duke  of  Kingston  being  tenant  for  life  under  the  Cases  and 
will  of  Evelyn  Duke  of  Kingston,  with  remainder  to  his  first  Vol.  II.  400. ' 
and  other  sons  successively  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  Granville 
Earl  Gower  in  tail  male,  with  several  remainders  over,  and 
having  no  son,  agreed  with  Lord  Gower  for  the  purchase  of  .his 
interest  in  the  estates  thus  devised,  in  consideration  of  21,000/.; 
and  in  order  to  carry  this  agreement  into  execution,  the  Duke 
and  Lord  Gower,  without  the  consent  of  any  of  the  persons  in 
remainder,  applied  for  an  act  of  Parliament,  stating  the  pre- 
ceding facts,  and  stating  that  although  Lord  Gower  was  enabled 
liy  law,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  duke,  to  bar  the  remainder 
in  tail  vested  in  him,  and  all  the  remainders,  and  the  reversion 
expectant  thereon,  yet  as  the  premises  agreed  to  be  purchased 
by  the  duke  were  limited,  after  his  death,  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail  male,  they  could  not  be  vested  in  him  in  fee  simple, 
without  the  aid  of  an  act  of  Parliament. 

A  private  act  was  accordingly  obtained,  by  which  •  it  was 
enacted,  that  the  estates  in  question  should  be  vested  in  two 
persons,  and  their  heirs,  freed  from  the  uses  declared  in  the  late 
duke*s  will,  and  should  be  to  the  use  of  the  then  duke  and 
his  heirs;  and  other  estates  of  equal  or  greater  value  were 
▼ested  in  two  persons,  to  the  use  of  the  Duke  of  Kingston  for 
life,  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders, 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail  male, 
remainder  to  the  duke  in  fee,  ,with  a  general  saving  of  the  rights 
of  all  persons,  except  the  duke  and  his  heirs,  and  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  his  body,  and  their  heirs  male,  and  Lord  Gower 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and  all  persons  claiming 
any  estate  in  the  premises  under  the  will  of  Evelyn  Duke  of 
Kingston. 

The  Duke  of  Kingston  being  desirous  of  selling  one  of  the 
estates  vested  in  him  in  fee  under  this  act,  a  doubt  was  sug- 
gested touching  the  efiect  of  the  act,  with  respect  to  the  persons 
claiming  under  the  late  duke's  will,  in  remainder,  expectant  on 
the  determination  of  the  estate  tail  vested  in  Lord  Gower ;  how 
far  their  rights  and  interests  were  barred  by  the  act ;  as  well  in 
the  estate  whereof  the  uses  were  discharged  by  the  act,  as  in 
tlie  estates  settled  by  way  of  equivalent;  the  same  being  limited 
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to  the  duke  in  fee  simple,  upon  failure  of  issue  male  of  his  own 
body,  and  to  the  uses  limited  in  the  will. 

In  answec  to  this  objection,  Mr.  Booth  gave  an  opinion,  that 
even  supposing  the  rules  and  orders  of  the  House  of  Peers,  with 
respect  to  summoning  all  persons  concerned  in  interest  to  appear 
and  consent,  were  not  obserred,  this  would  not  invalidate  the 
act,  for  either  House  of  Parliament  might  dispense  with  their 
own  orders,  whenever  they  thought  fit;  but  here  was  no 
grievance,  no  irregularity.  The  rights  of  the  persons  in  re- 
mmnder,  after  Lord  (Power's  estate  tail,  were  of  no  value,  since 
by  a  common  recovery  duly  suffered,  those  rights  could  be  an- 
nihilated in  the  next  term ;  as  the  parties  were  obliged  to  go  to 
Parliament,  they  were  advised,  and  rightly  advised,  that  to 
suffer  four  recoveries  (for  the  lands  lay  in  four  counties)  would 
be  to  go  to  a  needless  expense :  for  that  in  a  case  where  parlia- 
mentary assistance  was,  on  other  accounts,  indispensably  neces- 
sary, there  the  Parliament  would  so  frame  their  words,  which 
were  to  become  a  law,  as  to  have  the  same  force  and  operation, 
and  to  bar  all  rights  that  would  be  barred  by  a  common  re- 
covery. Fruitra  Jit  per  plura  qvod  fieri  potest  per  pauciora, 
was  a  rule  of  equity,  reason,  and  good  sense. 

36.  The  doctrine  here  laid  down  by  Mr.  Booth  has  been  fully 
confirmed  by  a  modem  case,  in  which  Lord  Chancellor  Apsley 
held  that  a  private .  act  of  Parliament  would  bar  an  estate  tail, 
and  all  the  remainders  expectant  thereon,  and  also  the  reversion, 
although  the  rights  of  the  remainder-men  were  not  excepted  in 
the  saving. 
Westby  v.  36.  Robert  Westby  being  tenant  for  life,  under  a  settlement 

Amb.  697.        6f  an  estate  in  Lancashire,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  four  persons, 

as  heirs  at  law  to  the  settlor;  and  being  tenant  in  tail  of  another 
estate  in  Yorkshire,  with  remainders  over,  under  which  the  de- 
fendant John  Westby  claimed ;  and  having  occasion  for  money 
to  pay  debts,  and  one  of  the  heirs  at  law  being  an  infant,  a 
4  Geo.  2.  c.  29.  private  act  was  obtained  in  1731,  on  the  application  of  Robert 

Westby,  and  the  heirs  at  law,  by  which  a  part  of  the  Lancashire 
estate  was  vested  in  trustees,  to  be  sold  for  payment  of  Robert 
Westby's  debts :  and  the  Yorkshire  estate  was  vested  in  trustees, 
to  the  use  of  Robert  Westby  for  life,  with  limitations  over,  as  in 
the  settlement;  with  a  power  for  Robert  Westby,  in  case  of 
failure  of  issue  male  of  his  body^  to  charge  the  Lancashire 
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estate  with  a  sum  of  money.  The  saving  clause  at  the  end  of 
the  act  saved  the  rights  of  all  persons,  except  those  of  Robert 
Westby,  of  the  reversioners  of  the  Lancashire  estate,  and  of  the 
heirs  and  issues  of  Thomas  Westby :  but  no  exception  of  the 
heirs  or  issue  of  — -^  Westby,  under  whom  the  defendant  John 
Westby  claimed. 

Robert  Westby^  by  deed  in  1732,  executed  his  power»  and 
died  without  issue,  having  devised  the  money  charged  by  the 
execution  of  the  power  to  his  executors,  upon  several  trusts. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  executors  to  have  the  sums  raised 
which  were  charged  by  Robert  Westby,  a  question  arose, 
whether  the  power  given  by  the  act  of  Parliament,  to  charge  the 
Yorkshire  estate,  could  take  place  against  the  defendant  John 

Westby,  who  claimed  under Westby,  the  person  entitled 

in  remaind^  upon  the  death  of  Robert  Westby  without  issue* 
Lord  Apsley  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  Robert  Westby  being 
tenant  in  tail  of  the  Yorkshire  estate,  the  right  of  those  in  re- 
mainder was,  and  was  meant  to  be,  barred  by  the  act ;  and  that 
there  was  no  occasion  to  except  their  rights,  as  was  done  in  other 
cases  where  the  act  passes  upon  the  application  of  a  tenant  for 
life ;  for  Robert  Westby  being  tenant  in  tail,  might  have  barred 
the  remainder  by  a  recovery :  and  therefore  this  case  differed 
from  that  of  the  Duke  of  Somerset,  who  procured  an  act  of  Par^  '^n»  >•  38. 
liament  for  the  exchange  of  livings  :  he  was  only  tenant  for  life ; 
and  the  right  of  those  in  remainder  not  being  excepted  out  of  the 
saving  clause,  they  were  not  bound  by  the  act. 

37.  But  where  a  tenant  for  life  enters  into  an  agreement  to  ^^f  °o^ » »«. 

«   — .     ,.  mamder  after 

convey  the  fee  simple,  and  a  private  act  of  Parliament  is  an  estate  for 
passed  for  estabUshing  such  agreement,  in  which  is  a  saving 
of  the  rights  of  all  persons,  not  parties  to  the  act,  it  will  not 
affect  the  persons  entitled  to  the  remainder  expectant  on  the  life 
estate. 

38.  Thus,  in  the  case  alluded  to  by  Lord  Apsley  in  Westby  Promt  of  Etos 
V.  Kieman,  it  appeared  that  Charles  Duke  of  Somerset  having  3  Wilft.R.48d. 
the  honour  of  Petworth,  was  desirous  of  acquiring  the  rectory 
appendant  to  it,  which  belonged  to  Eton  College ;  and  not  hav- 
ing any  benefice  or  advowson  whereby  he  could  tempt  ihe  college 

to  give  him  the  rectory  of  Petworth  in  exchange,  he  applied  to 
and  prevailed  on  the  Crown  to  give  to  the  college  the  advowson 
of  Worplesdon,  and  the  Duke  in  return  agreed  to  give  to  the 
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Crown  the  rectory  of  Overblowes  as  an  equivalent.  Whereupon 
it  was  agreed  that  the  advowsonof  Worplesdon  should  be  vested 
in  Eton  College,  the  rectory  of  Petworth  in  the  Duke,  and  the 
rectory  of  Overblowes  in  the  Crown,  for  ever. 

This  agreement  was  confirmed  by  a  private  act  of  Parliament 
in  4  8c  5  Will,  and  Mary,  whereby  it  was  enacted,  that  the  ad- 
vowson  of  Overblowes  should  be,  and  thereby  was  vested  and 
settled  in  their  Majesties  and  their  successors,  in  right  of  their 
Crown,  for  ever :  that  the  advowson  of  Worplesdon  should  be 
settled  and  vested  in  the  provost  and  college  of  Eton,  and  their 
successors,  for  ever ;  and  that  the  advowson  of  Petworth  should 
be,  and  was  thereby  vested  in  the  Duke  and  Duchessof  Somerset 
and  their  heirs,  with  a  saving  of  the  rights  of  all  persons  (other 
than  their  Majesties,  &c.,  the  Duke  and  Duchess  of  Somerset 
and  their  heirs,  and  Eton  Collie  and  their  successors)  to  the 
said  advowsons,  or  any  of  them. 

It  was  afterwards  discovered,  that  by  a  settlement  made  pre- 
vious to  this  act,  the  rectory  of  Overblowes  was  limited  to  the 
use  of  the  Duchess  of  Somerset  for  life,  remainder  to  her  son 
Algernon  Earl  of  Hertford  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  the  issue 
female  of  the  Duchess ;  and  that  Lord  Hertford  having  died 
without  issue  male,  the  rectory  vested  in  his  sister  Lady  Cathe- 
rine, who  married  Sir  W.  Wyndham,  and  died  leaving  Charles, 
afterwards  Earl  of  Egremont,  her  eldest  son,  who  died  leaving 
George  Earl  of  Egremont  his  eldest  son. 

It  was  admitted  on  both  sides,  that  upon  the  death  of  the 

Duke  of  Somerset,  the  rectory  of  Overblowes  vested  in  Lord 

Egremont ;  because  he  was  within  the  general  saving  of  the  act. 

Construction  of      39.  Private  acts  are  construed  in  the  same  manner  as  convey- 

pnyate  acts.  1 

ances  that  derive  their  effect  from  the  common  law ;  therefore,  ^ 
Doe  V.  Brand-    where  any  doubt  arises  upon  the  construction  of  a  private  act, 
Ci^.  643.'       the  Court  will  consider  what  the  object  and  intention  of  the  , 

parties  was  in  obtaining  the  act;  and  will,  if  possible,  give  effect  ( 
to  that  intention. 
Ante,  s.  38.  49,  Jn  the  case  of  the  provost  of  Eton  v.  the  Bishop  of  Win  ton, 

which  has  been  already  stated,  the  Crown  having  lost  the  ad- 
vowson of  Overblowes,  to  which  Lord  Egremont  became  entitled, 
claimed  from  the  College  of  Eton  the  advowson  of  Worplesdon, 
and  presented  to  it ;  upon  the  principle  that  the  whole  transaction 
became  void  by  the  defect  of  title  in  tlie  Duke  of  Somerset  to  the 
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adrowsoD  of  Overblowes ;  whereupon  the  College  of  Eton  brought 
a  quart  impedit.  It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Crown, 
that  private  acts  were  to  be  construed  like  deeds ;  and  that  this 
act  should  be  considered  as  an  exchange,  in  which  there  was  a 
mutual  warranty;  and  that  the  eviction  of  the  advowson  of 
Overblowes,  by  Lord  Egremont,  gave  the  Crown  a  right  to  be 
restored  to  the  advowson  of  Worplesdon.  But  it  was  answered, 
on  the  part  of  the  College  of  Eton,  that  the  act  could  not  be 
considered  as  an  exchange,  because  an  exchange  could  only  be  l*i^  ^'  ^  6* 
made  between  two  parties :  besides,  the  act  could  not  be  con- 
strued to  operate  as  a  deed  of  exchange,  the  word  exchange  not 
being  once  mentioned  therein :  the  act  made  use  of  no  words  of 
conveyance,  but  vested  the  several  advowsons  in  the  respective 
parties,  under  the  agreement. 
Judgment  for  the  College. 

41.  A  private  act  was  passed  in  the  year  1777,  for  inclosing  Towniey  v. 
and  dividing  the  common  and  waste  lands  within  the  manor  of  xerm  R.  701. 
Yealands,  by  which  it  was  enacted,  that  the  commissioners 
should  set  out,  allot,  and  assign  unto  the  lady  of  the  manor,  20 
statute  acres  of  the  common  and  waste  grounds,  in  lieu  of,  and 
as  compensation  for,  her  right  and  interest  in  and  to  the  soil  of 
the  residue  of  the  common ;  and  then  that  the  commissioners 
should  allot  and  assign  the  residue  of  the  common  unto,  for,  and 
amongst  the  said  lady  of  the  manor,  for  and  on  account  of  her 
messuages,  tenements,  lands,  and  hereditaments  within  the  said 
manor,  in  respect  whereof  she  was  entitled  to  right  of  common, 
and  to  the  several  other  persons  having  right  of  common,  and  to 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  according  and  in  proportion  to 
their  several  and  respective  rights,  &c. 

A  subsequent  clause  directed  that  ^*  all  and  every  the  allot- 
ments, &c.  to  be  made  under  the  act,  should  be  vested  in  fee 
simple  in  the  several  and  respective  persons,  &c.  to  whom  the 
same  should  be  set  out  or  aUotted,  and  their  heirs,  assigns,  and 
successors  respectively  for  ever,  absolutely  freed  and  discharged 
of  and  from  all  customary  tenures,  rents,  fines,  boons,  and  ser- 
vices whatsoever ;  and  that  the  several  shares  or  allotments  to  be 
set  out  as  aforesaid,  should  be  in  lieu  of  and  in  full  compensation 
and  satisfaction  for  all  right  of  common,  and  other  former  pro- 
perty, privilege,  right,  8ic. ;  and  that  all  rights  of  common, 
together  with  all  former  rights,  interests,  profits,  &c.  in  and  upon 
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the  same,  should,  from  and  immediately  after  that  time,  cease  and 
be  for  ever  barred  and  extinguished.  Provided  always^  and  it 
was  further  enacted^  that  nothing  in  that  act  contained  should 
extend  to  prejudice,  lessen,  or  defeat  the  right,  title,  or  interest 
of  the  said  lady  of  the  said  manor,  her  heirs  or  assigns,  of,  in, 
Of  to  the  seigniories  incident  or  belonging  to  the  said  manor ;  but 
that  she  and  they  and  erery  of  them  should  and  might  at  all 
times  thereafter  hold  and  enj<^  all  rents,  fines,  services,  courts, 
perquisites,  and  profits  of  courts,  goods  and  chatt^  of  felons 
and  fugitives,  felons  of  themselves,  and  put  in  exigent,  deodands, 
waifs,  estrays,  forfeitures,  and  all  other  rmfokies  and  manorial 
jurisdictiotis  whatsoever,  in  and  upon  the  said  common  and  waste 
grounds  thereby  intended  to  be  inclosed  as  aforesaid,  to  the  said 
manor,  or  the  lord  or  the  lady  thereof  for  the  time  being,  incident, 
belonging,  or  appertaining;  and  the  same  in  as  full,  ample,  and 
beneficial  a  manner,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  sheer  they 
might  or  could  have  held  or  enjoyed  the  same,  in  case  the  act 
had  not  been  made." 

Before  the  passing  of  this  act,  the  lady  of  the  manor  was  en* 
titled  to  the  mines  and  minerals  lying  under  the  soil  of  the 
manor,  of  which  they  had  made  several  leases,  the  last  to  one 
Tissington  in  1757,  for  twenty-one  years,  under  which  the  mines 
were  worked,  and  continued  to  be  so  till  the  year  1769 ;  but  from 
that  period  the  lessee  discontinued  the  works,  though  the  lease 
was  subsisting  at  the  time  when  the  act  was  made. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  lady  of  the  manor  was  entitled 
to  the  mines,  under  the  clause  of  reservation  in  the  act,  allotting 
the  inclosures  to  the  several  tenants  of  the  man<H*. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  tenants  of  the  manor,  that 
the  act  barred  the  lady  of  the  manor  from  claimii^  any  future 
right  to  the  mines  and  minerals  :  for  by  the  first  clause  it  ap- 
peared that  the  commissioners  were  to  set  out  twenty  acres  to 
the  lady  of  the  manor,  in  lieu  of  and  as  a  compensation  for  her 
right  and  interest  in  the  soil  of  the  residue  of  the  waste ;  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  that  all  allotments  to  the  several  tenants  were 
to  be  in  fee;  which  the  act  declared  should  be  a  full  compensa- 
tion for  all  rights  of  common,  and  other  former  property,  privi* 
lege,  right,  title,  interest,  claim,  and  demand  whatsoever.  That 
if  the  act  had  stopped  there,  there  could  have  been  no  doubt 
but  that  the  lady  of  the  manor  would  have  had  no  right  what- 
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ever  to  the  mines  in  the  allotments :  but  if  the  dause  of  reserva- 
tion entitled  her  to  them,  and  a  right  still  remained  in  her 
of  digging  in  those  inclosures,  without  making  any  allowance 
fiar  the  injury  sustained  by  the  owner  of  the  mAl,  all  the  purposes 
of  the  act  would  be  defeated.  The  latter  clause  only  piovided 
that  the  lady  of  the  manor  should  suffer  no  prejudice  as  to  her 
right  to  all  seigniories  incident  to  the  manor;  and  that  she 
should  still  enjoy  all  rents,  fines^  services,  be  and  other  royal- 
ties and  manorial  jurisdictions ;  but  there  was  nothing  in  that 
clause  which  had  the  least  reference  to  the  soil  of  the  manor ; 
and  the  particular  enumeration  of  the  things  intended  was  deci- 
sive that  mines  were  not  intended  to  be  reserved,  otherwise  they 
would  have  been  mentioned.  Tbe  word  seignicuries  in  the  former 
part  of  the  clause  was  defined  and  explained  by  tbe  words  which 
followed,  and  could  only  mean  things  of  the  same  nature  as 
those  mentioned. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  said,  that  this  being  a  private  act, 
passed  at  the  requisition  of  the  parties  concerned,  was  to  be 
construed  like  all  other  private  agreements ;  consequently  the 
Court  would  consider  the  probable  intention  of  the  parties,  to  be 
collected  from  the  situation  and  state  of  their  several  rights,  at 
the  time  when  the  act  passed.  The  ancestor,  of  tbe  defendant 
was  the  lady  of  the  manor,  and  as  such  she  would  have  been 
entitled,  not  only  to  the  mines  under  the  wastes,  but  also  under 
the  copyhold  indosures,  unless  there  had  been  some  custom  to 
exclude  her :  the  right  of  these  mines  existed  in  the  lady  of  the 
manor,  separate  from  the  interest  in  the  soil,  as  appeared  from 
the  leases  of  the  mines,  during  the  continuance  of  the  last  of 
which  the  aet  passed.  It  was  admitted  that  the  words  in  the 
first  clause  were  large  enough  to  comprehend  mines,  if  such  had 
been  the  intention  of  the  parties  ^  but  diat  could  not  have  been 
so  intended,  for  then  the  subsisting  lease  would  baye  been  af- 
fected, and  the  rents  thereby  reserved ;  which  certainly  could  not 
have  been  intended,  inasmuch  as  they  were  reserved  expressly 
by  the  word  rents  in  the  saving  clause,  there  being  no  other 
rents  to  which  that  word  could  relate ;  and  there  being  a  reser- 
vation of  the  rents  to  the  lord,  the  right  to  the  mines  themselves, 
out  of  which  the  rent  issued,  would  also  be  reserved  to  him. 
Besides,  there  were  other  words  in  the  saving  clause,  which  were 
sufficiently  comprehensive  to  reserve  the  right  of  digging  for 
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mines ;  such  as  seigniories  and  royalties  :  if  therefore  the  mines 
had  been  intended  to  have  been  taken  out  of  the  lord,  there 
should  have  been  express  words  for  that  purpose. 

Lord  Kenyon. — **  I  agree  that  private  acts  of  Parliament 
are  to  be  construed  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties ; 
but  then  that  intention  must  be  collected  from  the  words  used 
by  the  legislature,  without  doing  violence  to  their  natural  mean- 
ing. The  defendant's  counsel  has  supposed  that  mines  are  a 
distinct  right  from  the  right  to  the  soil ;  but  I  do  not  think  so, 
where  they  are  under  the  soil  of  the  lord  of  the  manor.  In  cases 
of  copyholds,  a  lord  may  have  a  right  under  the  soil  of  the  copy- 
holder ;  but  where  the  soil  is  in  the  lord,  all  is  resolvable  into  the 
ownership  of  the  soil,  and  a  grant  of  the  soil  will  pass  every 
thing  under  it.  The  only  word  in  the  saving  clause  which 
affords  any  ground  for  argument,  is  the  word  rents;  but  when 
we  see  how  that  word  is  used  with  the  othei-s  in  that  part  of  the 
act,  it  cannot  be  taken  to  include  mines.  At  the  time  of  pass- 
ing this  act  of  Parliament,  the  mines  under  the  waste  ground 
were  in  the  lady  of  the  manor,  as  part  of  the  demesnes.  She 
intended  to  give  up  several  rights  to  the  tenants,  for  which  she 
has  reserved  a  satisfaction.  Then  how  do  the  tenants  hold  their 
allotments  under  the  act  ?  They  could  not  take  as  copyholders, 
unless  the  act  of  Parliament  had  so  directed ;  but  they  take  their 
allotments  as  freehold  estates  of  inheritance.  It  is  extremely 
clear,  that  no  new  tenure  can  be  created,  unless  by  the  authority 
of  Parliament,  since  the  statute  of  quia  emptores ;  nor  can  any 
person  i*eserve  to  himself  a  right  of  escheat.  Then  it  was  urged 
by  the  defendant's  counsel,  that  the  act  of  Parliament  could  not 
affect  the  lease  which  was  in  existence  when  it  passed.  It  cer- 
tainly could  not ;  neither  would  it  have  been  affected,  if  the  lady 
had  sold  her  estate  in  the  manor,  but  the  alienee  would  have  be- 
come the  landlord,  and  entitled  to  the  beneficial  interest  reserved 
by  the  lease.  So  here  the  lease  will  remain  valid,  but  the  right 
to  the  rent  of  the  mines  will  pass  to  the  person  in  whose  favour 
the  allotment  was  made  under  the  act.  For  we  cannot  narrow 
the  words  of  this  act ;  and  that  transfers  all  the  right  in  the  soil 
to  the  several  tenants.  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  mines 
might  have  been  reserved.  If  it  had  been,  so  intended,  it  would 
have  been  by  exjpress  words ;  but  there  is  no  such  reservation 
here.    The  word  rents  is  explained  by  the  other  words  used^ 
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but  those  rights  which  are  reserved,  are  mere  badges  of  royalty, 
incorporeal  rights,  and  other  fruits  of  tenure  of  the  same  sort." 
The  other  Judges  concurred. 

42.  A  recital  in  a  private  act,  as  to  the  construction  of  a  deed  Tit.  32.  c.  2i. 
recited  in  such  act,  is  not  binding  on  the  parties. 

Thus  it  has  been  stated,  that  in  the  Duke  of  Richmond's 
case,  a  private  act  was  obtained  for  vesting  the  lands  purchased 
with  the  60,000/.  in  the  eldest  son,  upon  his  securing  the  por* 
lions  to  the  younger  children.  In  this  act  it  was  recited,  that 
the  younger  sons  and  daughters  of  the  late  Duke  of  Richmond 
were,  by  virtue  of  the  said  marriage  articles,  severally  seised  of 
and  entitled  to  the  lands  then  purchased  with  the  said  60,000/., 
as  tenants  in  common  to  them  and  the  heirs  of  their  respective 
bodies,  with  cross  remainders  of  such  of  their  respective  shares, 
in  case  of  any  of  their  deaths  without  issue,  to  the  survivors  of 
them  in  common  in  tail. 

Lord  Apsley,  in  his  judgment  on  this  case,  said,  it  was  men*  Collecu  Jur. 
tioned  in  the  recital  of  the  act,  that  the  younger  children  were 
entitled  as  tenants  in  common  to  estates  tail,  with  cross  remain- 
ders, in  case  of  the  death  of  one  or  more  of  them.  But  though 
this  recital  was  inserted  in  the  act,  yet  there  was  no  notice 
taken  of  it  in  the  enacting  part,  which  was  quite  silent  as  to  that 
question. 

It  had  been  argued  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  duke 
was  bound  by  this  recital.  If  it  had  been  enacted,  that  cross 
remainders  were  limited  between  the  younger  children,  though 
founded  upon  a  mis-recital,  yet  it  would  have  been  conclusive 
against  the  duke,  and  cross  remainders  established*  Though, 
generally,  recitals  in  private  acts,  or  in  deeds,  are  not  binding  to 
the  parties ;  nor,  as  this  recital  was,  had  it  at  all  affected  the 
case.  Therefore  the  question  was  fairly  open  for  the  duke  to 
contend' that  there  were  no  cross  remainders  established. 

But  this  recital,  though  not  conclusive,  would  have  some 
weight;  for  it  showed  that  the  persons  who  prepared  and  passed 
the  act,  looked  upon  the  articles  in  that  light;  which  the  Court 
would  pay  a  regard  to,  though  it  might  not  be  of  opinion  that 
such  recitals  should  constantly  bind. 

43.  With  respect  to  the  general  saving  clause  which  is  in-  Effect  of  the 
serted  in  every  private  act,  difficulties  have  arisen  on  the  con-  ^°*    "▼»ng- 
struction  of  it^  where  it  was  contradictory  to  the  body  of  the  act. 

VOL.  v,  c 
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1  Rep.  47  a.  Thus  ia  the  case  of  Alton  Woods,  it  is  laid  down,  that  a  saving 

in  an  act  of  parliament,  which  is  repugnant  to  the  body  of 
the  act,  is  void :  as  in  Plowden,  365.,  where  the  supposed 
attainder  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  was,  by  act  of  Parliament,  1 
Mary,  declared  to  be  void  ab  initio,  saving  the  estates  and  leases 
made  by  King  Edward  VL,  and  the  saving  was  held  to  be  void ; 
for  where  the  attainder  was  held  to  be  void,  the  saving  was  against 
the  body  of  the  act,  and  therefore  void. 

44.  This  doctrine  appears  to  have  been  supported  in  modern 
times;  it  being  held,  that  the  general  saving  clause  in  a  private 
act  will  not  controul  the  provisions  contained  in  the  body  of  the 
act,  but  must  be  so  expounded,  as  to  be  rendered  consistent 
with  the  body  of  the  act,  or  else  be  void. 

^^  "i^f  *^'       45»  A  private  act  was  obtained  for  the  sale  of  Lord  Stawell's 

2  Vern.  711.  "^       . 

estate,  by  which  it  was  enacted,  that  the  estate  should  be  vested 
in  trustees,  to  be  sold ;  and  that  the  money  arising  from  the  sale 
should  be,  in  the  first  place,  applied  to  pay  the  mortgagees,  and 
afterwards  the  creditors  by  statutes,  judgments,  and  recogni- 
sances. At  the  close  of  the  act,  there  was  a  general  saving  of 
the  rights  of  all  persons,  except  the  heir  at  law,  and  others  of 
Lord  Stawell's  family. 

Several  of  the  statutes  and  judgments  were  prior  to  some  of 
the  mortgages,  and  there  being  a  decree  for  sale  and  execution 
of  the  trust  created  by  the  act,  a  question  arose  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  upon  a  special  report,  whether  the  mortgagees  should 
be  paid  in  the  first  place,  or  whether  the  creditors  by  statutes, 
judgments,  and  recognisances,  should  be  let  in  according  to  their 
priority,  or  be  postponed  to  the  mortgagees. 

For  the  creditors  by  statutes,  judgments,  and  recognisances,  it 
Tit  15.  c.  5.       was  insisted,  that  their  securities  bound  the  land  as  well  as  the 

mortgages.  They  were,  both  in  law  and  equity,  to  be  consider- 
ed as  having  a  prior  right  to  the  subsequent  mortgagees.  And 
although,  in  the  beginning  of  the  act,  it  was  provided,  that  th6 
mortgagees  should  be  paid  in  the  first  place,  yet  there  was  a  gene- 
ral saving  of  the  rights  of  all  persons,  except  the  heir  at  law,  and 
those  of  Lord  Stawell's  family  ;  and  that  saving  set  the  matter 
at  large  again,  and  restored  them  to  their  priority. 

Lovd  Cowper  said,  the  act  expressly  provided,  that  the  mort- 
gages should  be  paid  in  the  first  place ;  and  the  genera]  saving 
must  not  controul  the  express  provision  of  the  act,  but  most  be  sa 
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expounded^  as  to  consist  with  the  express  preference  given  to  the 
mortgagees ;  and  he  must  decree  the  execution  of  the  trust  ac- 
cordingly ;  but  seemed  to  admits  that  by  virtue  of  the  general 
saving  in  the  act,  they  might  make  use  of  their  incumbrances  as 
they  could  at  law. 

46.  In  the  case  of  Westby  v,  Kieman,  which  has  beea  already  Ante,  s.  36. 
8tat(ed»  the  right  of  the  remainder-man,  expectant  on  the  determi* 
nation  of  the  estate  tail,  was  saved ,  not  being  excepted  in  the 
general  saving ;  and  yet  he  was  held  to  be  barred,  for  otherwise 
the  act  would  have  been  nugatory. 

47*  Where  the  enacting  part  of  an  act  of  Parliament  .for  in** 
closing  the  wastes  and  commons  of  a  manor,  expressly  exonerates 
certain  lands  from  the  payment  of  tithes,  the  rector  will  be  bar* 
red  from  claiming  tithes  out  of  those  lands,  though  he  be  com* 
prehended  in  the  saving  clause  of  the  act 

48.  By  an  act  of  Parliament  made  in  13  Qeo.  3.  for  inclosii»  Riddle  v. 

IVk'f 

and  dividing  certain  moors,  commons,  or  tracts  of  waste  land  4  owiii.  1387. 
within  the  parish  and  manor  of  Lanchester,  it  was  enacted^ 
that  the  commissioners  should,,  after  setting  out  thirty  acres  to 
the  curate  of  Latley,  and  other  portions  of  land  for  the  purposes 
therein  mentioned,  set  out  the  residue  of  the  said  land  unto  and 
amongst  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  who  was  the  lord  of  the  said 
manor,  and  the  several  other  persons  having  rights  of  common 
thereon,  according  to  the  value  of  their  respective  estates :  and 
that  all  such  lands  as  should  be  allotted  to  any  persons  in  re- 
spect of  their  respective  lands  and  tenements,  should  be  held  by 
them  in  the  same  manner  as  their  respective  messuages.  Sic.  in 
right  of  which  such  allotments  were  holden  respectively }  and 
subject  to  the  same  species  of  tithes  only,  in  the  same  manner, 
and  to  the  same  persons,  as  they  were  accustomed  to  pay. 

It  was  further  declared,  that  the  said  commissioners  might 
sell  so  much  of  the  said  moors  or  commons  as  they  should  think 
fit,  to  raise  money  to  pay  the  expenses  attending  the  obtaining 
and  executing  the  act,  and  the  expense  of  dividing  the  said 
moors  and  commons,  making  public  highways,  &c.  8cc. 

It  was  further  declared,  that  the  persons  who  should  become 
purchasers  of  the  said  lands  so  to  be  sold,  should  hold  the  same 
discharged  from  the  payment  of  aU  manner  of  tithes,  and  other 
estates,  rights,  and  duties  whatsoever,  to  any  person  or  persons^ 
bodies  politic  or  corporate. 

c  2 
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'  And  in  the  said  act  were  two  claases  in  the  words  following : 
^  Saving  always  to  the  King's  most  excellent  Majesty,  his 
heirs  and  successors,  and  to  all  and  every  other  person  and 
persons,  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  his,  her,  and  their  suc- 
cessors, executors,  and  administrators,  (other  than  the  lord 
of  the  manor  of  Lanchester  aforesaid,  and  all  other  persons 
entitled  to  a  right  of  common  in  or  upon  the  said  moors  or 
commons,  his,  her,  or  their  heirs,  successors,  executors,  or 
administrators  respectively,  and  the  person  or  persons,  bodies 
politic  or  corporate,  his,  her,  and  their  heirs,  successors,  exe^ 
cutors,  and  administrators,  who  shall  by  virtue  of  this  act 
make  any  claim  affecting  the  boundaries  of  the  said  moors  or 
commons,  or  any  claim  of  any  right  of  common  thereon,  which 
shall  be  adjudged  and  determined  against  him,,  her,  or  them  as 
aforesaid,)  all  such  right,  title,  and  interest  as  they,  every,  or 
any  of  them  had  or  enjoyed  of,  in,  to,  or  out  of  the  said  moors 
or  commons  hereby  directed  to  be  divided  and  inclosed  as  afore«» 
said  ;  or  could,  or  might,  or  ought  to  have  had  or  enjoyed,  in 
case  this  act  had  not  been  made. 

'^  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  this  act  shall  be  deem* 
ed  and  taken  to  be  a  public  act,  and  shall  be  judicially 
taken  notice  of  as  such,  by  all  judges  and  justices,  and 
other    persons    whomsoever,    without   specially  pleading   the 


same.'' 


The  impropriator  of  the  parish  of  Lanchester,  some  years  after 
the  passing  of  this  act,  filed  his  bill  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
against  certain  occupiers  of  land  in  the  parish,  stating  that  the 
commissioners  under  this  bill  had  caused  twelve  plots  of  land  to 
be  sold,  to  raise  money  for  defraying  the  expenses  of  the  bill:  that 
the  defendants,  who  were  purchasers  thereof,  immediately  im- 
proved their  lands,  and  converted  them  into  arable  ground  :  that 
the  plaintiff,  to  prevent  any  doubt  which  might  arise  whether 
the  said  lands  were  to  be  considered  as  barren  land,  and  as  such 
exempt  from  the  payment  of  tithes  during  seven  yeai'S,  had  not 
during  that  time  required  any  tithes  to  be  paid  to  him :  that  the 
defendants  had,  during  the  preceding  years,  been  the  occupiers 
of  the  lands  which  had  been  so  sold,  and  had  grown  upon  them 
great  quantities  of  wheat,  &c. :  and  requiring  a  discovery  of  the 
tithe  which  had  arisen  during  those  years ;  and  praying  an  ac^ 


#»•*  "^: 
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toiint  of  such  tithes^  and  that  the  defendants  might  be  decreed 
to  pay  the  amount  thereof  to  the  plaintiff. 

To  this  bill  the  defendants  demurred ;  for  that  it  appeared 
by  the  bill  that  the  lands  which  were  in  the  defendants'  occu- 
pation were  freed  and  discharged  from  the  payment  of  all 
manner  of  tithes  by  the  said  act 

In  support  of  the  demurrer  it  was  contended,  L  That  the 
plaintiff's  right  as  impropriator  was  not  saved  by  the  saving 
clause  in  the  act :  that  it  was  clear  it  was  not  saved  by  the 
words  of  that  clause,  because  it  saves  only  rights  of,  in,  to> 
or  out  of  the  moors  or  commons;  and  a  right  to  tithes  was  not 
a  right  of,  in,  to,  or  out  of  land,  but  was  a  right  to  something 
collateral  to  the  land.  That  tithes  were  an  ecclesiastical  inherit^ 
ance,  collateral  to  the  estate  of  the  lands ;  and  of  their  proper 
nature  due  only  to  ecclesiastical  persons,  by  the  ecclesiastical 
law. 

11.  That  the  impropriator's  right  not  only  was  not  saved  by 
the  saving  clause,  but  that  it  did  not  appear  to  be  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  to  save  it ;  because  it  was  highly  reasonable 
that  the  impropriator,  who  derived  great  benefit  from  this  act, 
by  which  the  lands  out  of  which  the  tithes  arose  were  rendered' 
much  more  profitable  than  they  were  before,  should  bear  his 
proportion  of  the  expense  of  the  act.  That  by  the  lands  which 
were  sold  to  raise  money  for  paying  the  expense  of  this  act  being 
exempted  from  tithes,  the  impropriator  bore  his  just  proportion 
of  the  expense,  but  nothing  more. 

IIL  That  if,  however,  the  words  of  the  saving  clause  did 
extend  to  the  impropriator,  and  it  could  be  supposed  that  the 
legislature  intended  by  that  clause  to  save  his  right,  yet  the 
clause  was  void,  because  it  was  repugnant  to  the  body  of  the 
act,  which  expressly  declared  that  the  lands  to  be  sold  should- 
be  discharged  from  the  payment  of  tithes.  That  the  decisions 
of  courts  of  justice  with  respect  to  private  acts  of  Parliament 
were  exactly  the  same  as  with  respect  to  deeds;  and  in  a  grant, 
every  exception  which  was  repugnant  to  the  grant  was  void* 
That  this,  however,  was  a  public  act,  and  every  clause  in  an  act 
of  Parliament,  repugnant  to  the  body  of  the  act,  was  void. 

IV.  That  it  would  be  very  hard  on  the  defendants,  if  they 
were  compelled  to  pay  tithes  for  lands  which  they  had  pur- 
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ebated^  upon  the  faith  of  an  act  of  Parliamenty  declaring  that 
they  were  discharged  of  tithes. 

On  the  other  fiide»  it  was  insisted  for  the  plaintiffs^  that  this 
aot  of  Parliament  was  to  be  considered  as  a  public  act,  only 
for  the  purpose  of  being  judicially  taken  notice  of  by  the  Judges* 
without  being  specially  pleaded ;  and  for  no  other  purpose  what- 
soever; .  That  acts  of  this  kind,  though  declared,  for  the  special 
purpose  mentioned  in  them,  to  be  put^lic  acts,  were  never  kept 
in  the  parliament  roll,  nor  printed  among  the  statutes ;  and  did 
not  receive  the  royal  assent  in  the  same  words  by  which  public 
acts  receive  it ;  that  they  were  in  fact  to  be  considered  as  pailia- 
mentary  conveyances^  and  not  as. public  statutes,  which  con- 
cerned all  the  King's  subjects. 

'  That  the  saving  clause  ^as.not  void,  though  it  was  repugnant 
to  the  body  of  the  act ;  because  it  was  of  the  very  nature  of  a 
saving  clause  that  it  should  be  repugnant  to  the  body  of  the  act; 
the  object  of  it  being  to  controul  every  thing  in  the  act,  as  far  as 
it  affected  the  interests  of  persons  not  parties  to  the  act  That 
if  saving  clauses  were  not  to  be  so  considered,  they  were  useless; 
because  if  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  not  expressly  disposed 
of  by  the  act,  they  would  be  saved  to  them,  even  though  there 
were  no  saving  clauses  as  if  here  the  act  had  not  declared 
that  the  lands  should  be  discharged  of  tithes,  the  impropriator 
would  have  been  entitled  to  tithes,  though  there  had  been  no 
saving  clause.  A  saving  clause  might  have  an  operation,  though 
not  expressly  repugnant  to  the  body  of  the  act :  as  if  it  had  been 
declared  in  this  case  that  the  land  should  be  freed  from  all 
charges,  without  mentioning  tithes;  and  then  there  had  been  a 
clause,  saving  the  right  of  the  impropriator.  That  the  cases  of 
grants  were  totally  unlike  the  present ;  for  the  reason  why  an 
exception  contrary  to  the  words  of  the  grant  was  void,  was, 
because  the  words  of  the  grant  were  to  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  the  grantor. 

Lord  Ch.  Baron. — '*  Without  going  into  an  elaborate  argu- 
ment in  this  case,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  falls  within  all 
the  principles  of  a  contradiction  between  a  saving  and  an  enact- 
•   ing  clause  in  an  act  of  Parliament ;  and  that  the  case  is  exactly 
Ante,  t.  43.       the  same  as  that  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  as  Alton  Woods' 

case,  and  in  the  case  in  Vernon.  The  legislature  takes  it  upon 
itself  to  alter  entirely  the  mode  of  tithing  all  the  lands  which 
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act  to  be  the  subject  of  the  enclosure ;  it  is  impossible  to  say 
that  the  rector  is  entitled  to  his  tithes  of  the  land  in  question, 
without  saying  that  he  would  have  it  in  his  power  to  defeat  all 
the  purposes  of  the  act»  which  the  legislature  never  could  intend. 
This  case  is,  in  point  of  principle,  precisely  the  same  as  the 
case  io  Vernon.  In  private  acts,  in  general,  the  legislature 
does  nothing  more  than  enable  persons  to  enter  into  a  contract, 
who  could  not  otherwise  enter  into  it ;  and  the  persons  who  are 
parties  to  the  act,  are  expressly  named  in  it :  but  here  the  legis- 
lature does  a  great  deal  more,  it  takes  on  itself  to  act  on  the 
land  itself,  to  declare  that  it  shall  be  discharged  of  tithes  ; 
accordingly,  therefore,  to  the  principles  of  the  decided  cases, 
and  indeed  of  common  sense,  we  think  that  the  rector  cannot 
claim  his  tithes,  against  the  express  words  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment ;  and  that  the  demurrer  must  be  allowed/' 

49.  A  private  act  of  Parliament  appears  to  have  been  for-  May  be  relieved 

■^  ^  .  against. 

merly  considered  as  an  assurance  of  so  high  a  nature,  that 
although  it  was  obtained  by  fraud,  yet  it  could  not  be  relieved 
against  by  any  of  the  courts  of  law  or  equity,  but  only  by  the 
power  that  made  it,  that  is,  by  Parliament.  Mr.  Booth,  in  the  ^°*«'  ■•  ^*' 
opinion  which  has  been  mentioned,  lays  it  down  that  inferior 
jurisdictions  are  as  much  bound  to  submit  to  a  private  act  of 
Parliament,  as  the  meanest  subject;  provided  the  record  be 
right.  They  may  expound  or  explain,  keeping  to  the  intention 
of  the  makers,  but  not  question  or  impeach  what  the  legislature 
has  thought  fit  to  enact,  as  an  act  of  Parliament  If  there  be 
any  grievance  or  irregularity,  that  must  and  can  be  remedied  or 
rectified  only  by  another  act  of  Parliament. 

50.  Sir  W.  Blackstone  has  however  said,  that  a  private  act  2  Comm.  346. 
of  Parliament  has  been  relieved  against,  when  obtained  upon 
fraudulent  suggestions;  and  has  cited  two  cases  in  support  of 

this  assertion.  The  first  is  Richardson  v.  Hamilton,  in  which 
the  Court  of  Chancery  set  aside  an  act  of  the  House  of  Assem- 
bly of  Pennsylvania.  It  may  be  seen  in  the  Book  of  Decrees 
for  the  year  1732,  page  344,  at  the  Report  Office  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery.  The  second  is  a  case  determined  by  the  House  of 
Lords,  on  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Sessions  in  Scotland,, 
which  shall  be  here  stated  from  the  printed  cases. 

51.  Sir  James  M'Kenzie  beins:  tenant  in  tail  of  an  estate  in  M'Kenae©. 

®  Stuart,  Dom. 

Scotland  called  Roystoun,  with  the  concurrence  of  his  only  son  Proc.  1754. 
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George,  and  of  his  nephew  Sir  George  M^Kenzie,  the  two  fireit 
remainder-men,  obtained  a  private  act  to  sell  the  estate  for  pay- 
ment of  certain  debts,  which  were  stated  in  the  act  to  amount  to 
51,350  merks  Scots,  or  2,852/.  1£«.  6d, ;  and  the  act  expressly 
directed  that  the  trustees  should,  out  of  the  money  arising  from 
the  sale  of  the  estate,  pay  off  the  said  sum  of  51,350  merks 
Scots,  and  lay  out  the  residue  of  the  money  in  the  purchase  of 
other  lands,  to  be  entailed  as  the  former  ones. 

Sir  James  M^Kenzie  sold  the  estate,  and  prevailed  on  his  son 
and  nephew  to  consent  that  the  whole  purchase  money  should 
be  paid  to  him  without  account,  in  consideration  of  his  laying 
out  1000/.  thereof  to  the  uses  of  the  entail;  and  an  agree- 
ment dated  the  17th  August,  1739,  was  entered  into  for  that 
purpose. 

It  was  afterwards  discovered  that  there  were  two  debts  in- 
cluded in  the  sum  stated  in  the  act  of  Parliament,  and  in  the 
agreement  of  the  17th  August,  as  charges  on  the  estate  tail, 
which  were  in  fact  fictitious  and  fraudulent:  in  consequence  of 
which  Sir  George  M'Kenzie,  who  became  entitled  to  an  estate 
tail  in  the  lands  purchased,  by  the  death  of  Sir  James  M'Kenzie, 
and  his  son  George,  brought  an  action  in  the  Court  of*  Sessions 
against  the  representatives  of  Sir  James,  and  the  trustees  of  the 
act  of  Parliament,  for  an  application  of  the  residue  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  after  payment  of  the  just,  true,  and  lawful  debts, 
really  affecting  the  entail,  and  for  an  account  of  what  payments 
had  been  made. 

It  was  objected  that  Sir  George  was,  by  the  agreement  of  the 
17th  August,  barred  from  calling  for  such  an  account. 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  by  an  interlocutor,  found  that  "  Sir 
George  was  not  barred  by  the  agreement  from  objecting  to  the 
debts,  or  from  proving  the  same  to  be  fictitious,  and  not  real 
debts  affecting  the  estate  of  Roystoun,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  ;'' 
and  granted  warrants  for  letters  of  incident  diligence,  for  reco- 
vering the  grounds  and  instructions  of  the  said  debts. 

The  representatives  of  Sir  James  M'Kenzie  pleaded  that  the 
act  of  Parliament,  by  reciting  these  debts  as  subsisting,  and  as 
charges  upon  the  entailed  estate,  established  them  as  such,  was 
final,  and  excluded  all  examination  on  that  head. 

To  this  it  was  answered,  that  as  to  the  purchaser  of  the  estate. 


Title  XXXII I.  Prmte  Act.  s.  6 1.  2S 

and  all  claiming  under  bim,  the  act  was  final  and  conclusive ; 
but  with  respect  to  the  debts,  it  left  them  as  they  were.  That 
the  act  supposed  them  really  and  bona  fide  due  to  third  persons, 
who  would  therefore  have  right  to  the  purchase  money  ;  but  if 
paidy  never  meant  them  to  be  paid  a  second  time ;  nor  Sir  James 
M'Kenzie,  under  a  pretence  thereof,  to  appropriate  to  himself 
the  money  for  discharge  of  debts,  which  were  either  fictitious,  or 
could  not  from  their  nature  afiect  tlie  entail.  And  that  whether 
he  had  or  had  not  done  so,  was  a  question  nowise  affected  by 
the  act. 

The  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  was  reversed  by  the 
Court  of  Sessions. 

Upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  contended  that 
the  recital  of  the  debts  in  the  act  was  upon  the  information  and 
suggestion  of  the  parties.  The  enacting  part,  so  far  as  it  directed 
the  discharge  of  those  incumbrances  out  of  the  purchase  money, 
only  pursued  the  recital ;  which,  if  ill  founded,  from  the  misin- 
formation of  the  parties,  was  not  conclusive :  and  though  the 
appellant,  by  having  given  his  consent  to  the  act,  might  be 
thought  concluded  ;  yet  being  drawn  into  such  contract  by  Sir 
James  M^Kenzie's  misrepresentation  of  the  true  state  of  the 
debts,  who  misled  both  the  remainder-men  and  the  legislature, 
be  had  a  right,  as  against  Sir  James's  representative,  to  inquire 
into  the  reality  of  the  debts,  and  application  of  the  purchase 
jnoney.  Nor  could  a  consent,  thus  fraudulently  obtained,  any 
more  stand  in  the  way  of  the  relief  he  sought,  than  it  would  in 
case  of  an  ordinary  transaction. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  insisted  that  the  debts  and  incum- 
brances specified  in  the  act  of  Parliament  must  be  taken  as  they 
were  recited  between  the  parties  to  the  act ;  for  though  a  saving 
clause  was  inserted  for  the  rights  of  those  who  were  not  parties, 
yet  it  was  a  binding  law  to  those  who  were.  The  act  directed 
the  money  arising  by  the  sale  of  the  lands  and  barony  of  Roys- 
toun  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  debts,  the  amount  of  which 
was  particularly  stated  ;  and  the  surplus  only  was  to  be  laid  out 
in  the  purchase  of  lands,  to  be  settled  in  the  order  and  course  of 
succession  provided  by  the  entail. 

The  House  of  Lords  ordered,  that  the  interlocutor  complained 
of  in  the  appeal  should  be  reversed ;  and  that  the  interlocutor  of 
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the  Lord  Ordinary  should  be  affirmed :  and  ordered  that  the 
Court  of  Sessions  should  proceed  thereupon  according  to  justice 
and  the  rules  of  that  Court. 

52.  The  doctrine  laid  down  by  Sir  W.  Biackstone  has  been 
confirmed  by  the  following  modem  case. 

Biddd^h  "'  ^^^'  ^'"™^°  Biddulph  by  his  will,  made  in  1730,  devised  his 

Rep.  Office,       real  estates,  which  he  had  charged  with  the  payment  of  several 

Book  A.  1790.  ^  s.    ^       .  .       ^  .        '        \i  11       ^u 

p.  296.  sums  of  money,  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  raise  and  pay  all  such 

debts  as  he  should  owe  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  his  personal  estate  should  not  extend  to  pay ;  and  to 
settle  and  assure  the  residue  to  his  grandson  Theophilus  Bid- 
dulph for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  remainder  to  his 
first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail,  with  several  remainders 
over. 

Simon  Biddulph  died  in  1736,  leaving  the  said  Theophilus 
Biddulph  his  heir  at  law;  who  entered  into  possession,  under 
the  will  of  Simon  Biddulph,  of  all  the  estates  whereof  he  died 
seised  ;  and  upon  the  death  of  Sir  Theophilus  Biddulph  of  Lap- 
ley,  in  1743,  he  became  a  baronet,  and  entered  into  possession  of 
other  estates,  whereof  Simon  Biddulph  had  the  reversion,  ex- 
pectant on  the  death  of  Sir  T.  Biddulph  of  Lapley,  which  were 
of  considerable  value,  and  charged  with  the  payment  of  several 
sums  of  money :  but  the  rents  thereof  were  sufficient  to  keep 
down  the  interest  of  the  incumbrances  affecting  the  same. 

By  a  private  act  of  Parliament  i^assed  in  27  Geo.  II.  intituled, 
''  An  Act  for  the  sale  of  the  settled  estates  of  Sir  Theophilus 
Biddulph,  baronet,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  8lc.  for  raising 
money  to  discharge  incumbrances  affecting  the  same :  and  for 
laying  out  the  surplus  in  the  purchase  of  other  lands,  to  be  set- 
tled to  the  uses  therein  mentioned ;"  after  reciting  the  several 
incumbrances  on  the  said  estates,  and  that  the  said  Sir  T.  Bid- 
dulph had,  out  of  his  own  money,  raised  and  paid  off  2,819/.  4s. 
or  thereabouts,  being  the  deficiency  of  the  personal  estate  of 
Simon  Biddulph,  in  the  discharge  of  the  remainder  of  his  debts, 
which  remained  due  to  the  said  Sir  T.  Biddulph,  and  charged  on 
the  settled  estates,  with  a  considerable  arrear  of  interest ;  and 
reciting  that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  Sir  T. 
Biddulph,  and  of  all  the  persons  claiming  under  the  will  of 
Simon  Biddulph,  if  the  incumbrances  affecting  the  settled  es- 
tates, which  carried  a  high  interest,  were  paid  off  and  discharged. 
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which  could  only  be  done  by  sale  of  part  of  the  settled  estates ; 
and  therefore  the  said  Sir  T.  Biddulph  and  all  persons  claiming 
under  the  will  of  the  said  Simon,  were  desirous  and  had  agreed 
that  certain  parts  of  the  estate  should  be  sold  for  that  purpose, 
freed  and  dischaiged  from  the  said  incumbrances ;  and  that  the 
surplus  of  the  money,  after  payment  of  the  incumbrances, 
should  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  other  lands,  more  conti* 
guous  to  the  estate,  to  be  settled  to  this  uses  of  the  will  of  Simon 
Biddulph.  It  was  therefore  enacted,  that  the  said  estates  should 
be  vested  in  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  free  from  the  trusts 
therein  mentioned,  in  trust,  with  the  consent  of  Sir  T.  Biddulph, 
to  sell  the  same,  and  to  apply  the  money  in  payment  of  the  in* 
cumbrances,  and  ail  interest  which  should  be  then  due  and  owing 
for  the  same ;  and  also  in  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  2819/.  4^. 
due  to  Sir  T.  Biddulph,  together  with  all  interest  that  should  have 
accrued  due  for  the  same  to  the  time  of  the  payment  thereof;  and 
to  lay  out  the  remainder  of  the  money  in  the  purchase  of  lands, 
to  be  settled  to  the  uses  of  Simon  Biddulph*s  will. 

The  trustees  who  were  named  in  the  act  of  Parliament  did 
not  act,  and  new  trustees  were  appointed.  Sir  T.  Biddulph 
himself  sold  the  estates,  and  paid  off  the  incumbrances,  and  also 
paid  or  took  credit  to  himself  for  what  was  due  on  account  of 
interest ;  and  laid  out  the  residue  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  which 
he  settled  to  the  old  uses. 

Theophilus  Biddulph,  the  eldest  son  of  Sir  T.  Biddulph,  filed 
his  bill  in  Chancery  against  his  father,  and  the  trustees,  stating 
the  above  facts,  and  that  there  remained  a  balance  in  the  hands 
of  the  trustees  of  7207/.,  which  had  not  been  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  lands,  according  to  the  directions  in  the  act;  and 
the  plaintiff  being  entitled  to  an  estate  tail,  expectant  on  the 
estate  for  life  of  his  father,  in  the  land  to  be  purchased,  he  prayed 
that  the  said  sum  of  7207/.  might  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
lands,  to  be  settled  to  the  old  uses. 

Sir  T.  Biddulph  by  his  answer  admitted  that  he,  acting  for 
the  trustees  in  the  act,  did,  out  of  the  money  arising  from  the 
sale  of  the  estates  which  were  sold  under  the  act,  pay  and  apply 
not  only  so  much  as  was  necessary  to  discharge  the  incum- 
brances affecting  the  estates,  but  also  all  such  interest  as  was 
due  and  owing  on  the  said  incumbrances  at  the  respective  times 
when  the  same  were  paid  off;  namely,  as  well  such  interest  as 
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was  due  and  owing  on  the  said  incumbrances  at  the  time  when 
the  defendant  came  into  possession  of  the  estates,  as  what  after- 
wards accrued ;  the  same  being  directed  by  the  act.  And  sub- 
mitted that  such  payments  of  interest  were  respectively  made, 
as  being  directed  by  the  act ;  and  that  there  being  such  direc- 
tions in  the  act  for  payment  of  all  interest,  the  defendant,  as 
tenant  for  life,  was  not  bound  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  the 
incumbrances,  from  the  time  he  came  into  possession  of  the 
estates ;  and  that  the  act  of  Parliament  was  not  a  fraud  upon 
the  plaintiff  and  the  persons  interested  in  the  estates ;  and  that 
the  defendant  ought  not  to  make  a  compensation  for  such  in- 
terest, as  required  by  the  plaintiff's  bill.  But  admitted  that 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  which  were  charged  with  the 
said  incumbrances  were  more  than  sufficient  to  answer  the  in-, 
terest  of  the  incumbrances ;  and  said  he  did  not,  in  suing  for 
and  obtaining  the  act  of  Parliament,  intend  any  fraud  on  any  of 
the  persons  who  were  to  become  interested  in  the  said  estates 
after  him ;  and  said  that  the  interest  which  accrued,  after  he 
came  into  possession  of  the  said  estates,  amounted  to  7207/. ;  and 
stated  the  sums  of  money  paid  and  laid  out  in  lands ;  and  said 
there  did  not  remain  any  money  to  be  invested  in  land,  all  the 
money  having  been  fully  and  properly  applied,  pursuant  to  the 
directions  of  the  act ;  and  submitted  that  he  was  not  compellable 
to  make  any  compensation  for  such  trust  monies. 

Upon  hearing  counsel,  and  it  being  admitted  that  the  said 
sum  of  7207/.  was  received  by  the  said  Sir  T.  Biddulph  for  rents 
and  profits  of  the  estates  in  question,  of  which  he  was  tenant 
for  life,  and  which  ought  to  have  been  applied  in  keeping  down 
the  interest  of  the  incumbrances  affecting  the  said  estates;  and 
it  being  admitted,  that  all  the  expenses  of  the  act,  and  all  the 
expenses  anterior  to  the  money  being  laid  out  in  land,  had  been 
paid ;  it  was  ordered  and  decreed,  that  the  defendant.  Sir  T» 
Biddulph,  should  pay  the  sum  of  7207/.  into  the  bank,  in  the 
name  of  the  accountant-general,  in  trust,  in  the  cause,  to  be 
laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands  agreeable  to  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment« 
standingOrdciB      54^  rfij^  House  of  Lords  has,  from  time  to  time,  made  the 

of  the  House  of  *-  ;  ,  ' 

Lords.  following  standing  orders  respecting  private  acts,  (a) 

(a)  [As  estate  bills  originate  in  tlie  House  of  Lords,  and  the  standing  ofders  of  that 
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20  April,  1698. 

That  for  the  future  it  be  a  general  instruction  to  all  commit-  Conaente  to  mi- 
tees  who  shall  meet  upon  private  bills^  that  they  take  no  notice  personal,  or  m 
of  the  consent  of  any  person  to  the  passing  of  such  bill  unless  abiUt^nwdt!*' 
such  person  appear  before  them,  or  that  there  be  an  afBdayit  of 
two  persons  made,  that  he  or  she  is  not  able  to  attend,  and  doth 
consent  to  the  said  bill :  and  that  no  committee  shall  sit  upon  Committee  not 
any  such  private  bill,  until  ten  days  after  it  shall  have  been  read  dajs  after  ^° 
a  second  time.— Emend.  6  June,  1828.  •^'^^  «»*^'°»- 

7  December,  1699. 

That  for  the  future  no  private  bill  shall  be  brought  into  this  d5. 

House,  until  the  House  be  informed  of  the  matters  therein  con-  bTbroughtio^ 
tained,  by  petition  to  this  House  for  leave  to  bring  in  such  bill.  ®"  periuon, 

16  November,  1705. 

That  for  the  future  no  private  bill  shall  be  read  in  this  House  d6. 

a  second  time,  until  printed  copies  thereof  be  left  with  the  clerk  be  printed  pre- 
of  the  Parliaments,  for  the  perusal  of  the  Lords :  and  that  one  of  J^ti?'**^"'* 
the  said  copies  shall  be  delivered  to  every  person  that  shall  be 
concerned  in  the  said  bill,  before  the  meeting  of  the  committee 
upon  such  bill ;  and  in  case  of  infancy,  to  be  delivered  to  the 
guardian,  or  next  relation  of  full  age,  not  concerned  in  interest, 
or  in  the  passing  the  said  bill.— Emend.  13  May,  1742. 

16  February,  1705. 

That  for  the  future  all  parties  concerned  in  the  consequences  98. 

of  any  private  bill  shall  sign  the  petition  that  desires  leave  to  va^te  biUs  to  1^'' 
bring  such  private  bill  into  this  House.  signed  by  all  par- 

^  "^  ^  ties  concerned. 

That  when  a  petition  for  a  private  bill  shall  be  offered  to  this  09. 

House,  it  shall  be  referred  to  two  of  the  Judges,  who  are  forth'-  ^^  two  of  tbe 
with  to  summon  all  parties  before  them  who  may  be  concerned  ^^^  ^^  ^«^ 

.  .  opinion. 

in  the  bill ;  and  after  hearing  all  the  parties,  and  perusing  the 
bill,  are  to  report  to  the  House  the  state  of  the  case,  and  their 
opinion  thereupon,  under  their  hands,  and  are  to  sign  the  said 
bill :  the  same  method  to  be  observed  as  to  private  bills  that  are 
brought  up  from  the  House  of  Commons,  before  the  second 
reading  of  such  bills,  by  sending  a  copy  of  the  said  bill,  signed 
by  the  clerk,  to  the  Judges. 

hoaie  reapecting  them  are  not  so  accessible  to  the  public  as  those  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  the  editor  has  deemed  it  advisable  to  insert  in  thu  edition  those  which  chiefly 
idate  to  England  and  Ireland.] 


so 

101. 
Trustees  ap- 
{toioted  by  a 
private  bill  to 
appear  person- 
aby,  and  accept 
the  trust. 


102. 
All  Staodini; 
Orders  relating 
to  private  bills 
to  be  transmitted 
to  the  com- 
mittee. 


103. 
I^ersons  to  be 
examined  by 
the  Judges  as 
to  private  bOls, 
to  De  sworn  at 
the  bar  of  the 
House. 


34. 

Concerning 
reports  of 
amendments! 
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That  in  all  cases  where  trustees  shall  be  appointed  by  any 
private  billy  the  committee  to  whom  that  bill  is  referred  do  take 
care  that  the  trustees  appear  personally  before  them,  and  accept 
the  trusts  under  their  bands ;  and  also,  that  the  Lord  who  shall 
be  in  the  chair  of  a  committee  for  the  passing  of  any  private  bills, 
when  he  makes  his  report,  shall  acquaint  the  House,  that  all  the 
orders  of  the  House  in  relation  to  the  passing  of  private  bills 
were  duly  observed  in  passing  of  the  said  bill  through  the  com- 
mittee. 

That  for  the  future,  when  any  private  bill  shall  be  sent  by  the 
House  to  a  committee,  there  shall  be  at  the  same  time  trans- 
mitted to  them  a  copy  of  these  orders  now  made,  and  of  all  other 
standing  orders  of  the  House  then  in  force  relating  to  the  pass- 
ing of  private  bills. 

18  December,  1706. 
That  upon  the  reference  of  any  private  bill  to  the  Judges  as 
aforesaid,  the  Judges  to  whom  the  said  bill  shall  be  referred, 
unless  the  same  shall  be  referred  to  the  Judges  of  those  parts  of 
the  United  Kingdom  called  Scotland  or  Ireland,  shall  send  to 
this  House  a  list  or  lists  of  such  persons'  names  as  are  to  be 
sworn  in  relation  to  such  bill ;  and  that  they  shall  be  thereupon 
sworn  at  the  bar  of  this  House  in  order  to  be  examined  by  the 
Judges  upon  such  oath  in  relation  to  the  bill  before  them. — 
Entered,  20  December,  1706.— Emend.  9  December,  1801. 

5  April,  1707. 
That  upon  all  reports  made  from  committees  of  amendments 
to  bills,  for  the  future,  the  Lord  that  makes  the  report  do  explain 
to  the  House  the  effect  and  coherence  of  each  amendment;  and 
that  on  the  clerk's  second  reading  of  the  same  amendments,  the 
Lord  on  the  woolsack  do  the  same. 


19  May.  1762. 

126.  That  where  a  bill  is  brought  in  to  empower  any  person  to  sell 

bills  for  selling    or  dispose  of  lands  in  one  place  and  to  buy  or  settle  lands  in  an- 

chasfngotfwa'    o^her  place,  the  committee  to  whom  such  bill  shall  be  referred 

tobesettlttiin    Jq  ^^^  ^^Lte  that  the  values  be  fully  made  out;  and  if  the  bill 

shall  not  be  for  making  a  new  purchase,  but  only  for  settling 
other  lands  in  lieu  of  those  to  be  sold,  in  that  case  provision 
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•hall  be  made  in  the  bill,  that  such  other  lands  be  settled  ac* 
cordingly ;  but  if  the  bill  shall  be  to  purchase  and  settle  other 
lands,  in  that  case  the  committee  are  to  take  care  that  there  be 
a  binding  agreement  produced  for  such  new  purchase ;  or  if  it 
shall  be  made  appear  to  the  committee  that  such  agreement  can- 
not then  be  made,  or  that  such  purchase  cannot  then  be  made 
and  settled,  as  desired  by  the  bill,  and  the  committee  shall  be 
satisfied  with  the  reasons  alleged  for  either  of  those  purposes ;  in 
either  of  those  cases,  provision  shall  be  made  in  the  bill,  that  sa 
much  of  the  money  arising  by  sale  of  the  lands  directed  to  be 
sold,  as  is  to  be  laid  out  in  a  new  purchase,  shall  be  paid  by  the 
purchaser  or  purchasers  into  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  name 
and  with  the  privity  of  the  accountant-general  of  the  High  Court 
of  Chancery,  to  be  placed  to  his  account  there,  ex  parte  the  pur- 
chaser or  purchasers  of  the  estate  of  the  person  or  persons  men- 
tioned in  the  title  of  the  said  bill,  pursuant  to  the  method 
prescribed  by  the  act  of  12  Geo.  1.  c.  32.,  and  the  General 
Orders  of  the  said  Court,  and  without  fee  Or  reward,  accord-- 
ing  to  the  act  of  12  Geo.  2.  c.  24.,  and  shall,  when  so  paid  in, 
be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  Navy  or  Victualling  Bills,  or  Ex- 
chequer Bills :  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  interest  arising 
from  the  money  so  laid  out  in  the  said  Navy  or  Victualling 
Bills,  or  Exchequer  Bills,  and  the  money  received  for  the  same, 
as  they  shall  be  respectively  paid  off  by  Government,  shall  be 
laid  out  in  the  name  of  the  said  accountant-general  in  the  pur- 
chase of  other  Navy  or  Victualling  Bills,  or  Exchequer  Bills ;  all 
which  said  Navy  and  Victualling  Bills,  and  Exchequer  Bills, 
shall  be  deposited  in  the  bank  in  the  name  of  the  said  account- 
ant-general, and  shall  there  remain  until  a  proper  purchase  or 
purchases  be  found  and  approved,  as  shall  be  directed  by  such  ^ 

bill,  and  until  the  same  shall,  upon  a  petition  setting  forth  such 
approbation,  to  be  preferred  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  a  sum- 
mary way  by  the  persons  to  be  named  in  the  bill,  be  ordered  to 
be  sold  by  the  said  accountant-general  for  the  completing  such 
porchase,  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Court  shall  think  just  and 
direct :  and  it  is  further  ordered,  That  if  the  money  arising  by 
the  sale  of  such  Navy,  Victualling,  or  Exchequer  Bills,  shaH 
exceed  the  amount  of  the  original  purchase  money  so  laid  out  as 
aforesaid,  then  and  in  that  case  only  the  surplus  which  shall  re*- 
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main,  after  discharging  the  expense  of  the  applications  to  the 
Court,  shall  be  paid  to  such  person  or  persons  respectively  as 
would  have  been  entitled  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
^  lands  directed  to  be  purchased,  in  case  the  same  had  been  pur- 

chased pursuant  to  the  act,  or  to  the  representatives  of  such 
person  or  persons. — ^Emend.  18  March,  1777  ;    18  June,  1795. 

29  April,  1799. 

145.  That  where  a  petitioner  for  a  private  bill  is  tenant  for  life  in 
MDUto^F^Tate*  possession,  and  another  petitioner  for  the  same  bill  is  tenant  in 
!^}!"*                tail  in  remainder,  and  of  age,  and  where  it  is  competent  for  the 

Where  a  '  o  ^  i         « 

petitioner  is  two  together,  by  deed,  fine,  and  common  recovery,  to  bar  the 
ftDd  another  '  rights  and  interests  of  all  persons  in  remainder  after  the  estate 
tenant  in  tail,     jj^  ^^^jj  ^f  ^^  petitioner,  the  committee  shall  not,  in  such  case, 

be  required  to  take  the  consent  of  any  of  the  persons  in  re- 
mainder after  the  estate  of  such  tenant  in  tail,  to  the  passing  of 
such  bill. 

146.  That  in  all  private  bills,  when  any  married  or  unmarried  wo- 
havc  aninteSt.  ^^^y  o'  when  any  widow,  desires  to  consent  to  the  sale  or  ex- 
change of  any  estate  in  which  she  may  have  an  interest,  or  upon 
which  she  may  be  entitled  to  a  jointure  or  rent  charge  of  any 
sort,  or  if  she  shall  desire  to  sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  all  or  any 
part  of  such  jointure,  rent  charge,  or  interest,  the  committee 
shall  require  not  only  her  own  consent  in  person,  but  also  that  of 
her  trustee  or  trustees. 

147.  That  in  all  private  bills,  when  any  estate  is  proposed  to  be 
have  an  interest,  sold  or  exchanged,  on  which  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  fortune 

of  any  child  or  children  is  secured,  or  in  which  any  such  child 
or  children  hath  or  have  an  interest,  the  committee  shall  take 
the  consent  of  any  such  child  or  children,  if  he,  she,  or  they  is 
or  are  under  age,  by  his,  her,  or  their  parents  or  guardians,  and 
if  of  age,  then  the  consent  of  the  trustee  or  trustees  for  such 
child  or  children  shall  also  be  taken,  as  well  as  the  personal  con«* 
sent  of  such  party. 
143.  That  the  consent  of  all  trustees  shall  be  required  in  person 

before  the  committee,  where  any  money  is  to  pass  through  the 
bands  of  any  such  trustees,  whether  for  jointure,  pin-money,  the 
fortunes  of  younger  children,  or  any  other  interest  whatsoever ; 
but  the  consent  of  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders 
only  shall  not  be  necessary. 


Trustees  to  con* 
sent  in  person 
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That  when  any  of  the  parties  interested  in  any  private  bill  149. 

shall  have  power  by  such  bill  to  name  a  trustee  in  the  room  of  Appointment  of 

*  ^  new  trustees  to 

any  trustee  dying,  resigning,  or  refusing  to  exercise  his  trust,  be  with  the  ap- 
provision  shall  be  made  in  the  bill  that  such  new  trustee  shall  Court  of  Chan- 
be  appointed  by  or  with  the  approbation  of  the  Court  of  Chan-  **^* 
eery. 

That  when  a  petition  shall  be  presented  to  the  House  for  any         150. 
private  bill,  notice  shall  be  given  to  any  person  being  a  mort-  ^^^Tt^^n^ 
gagee  upon  the  estate  intended  to  be  affected  by  such  bill.  S^gees. 

That  in  any  private  bill  for  exchanging  an  estate  in  settlement,         151. 
and  substituting  another  estate  in  lieu  thereof,  there  shall  be  an-  f^^^^l 
nexed  to  such  bill  a  schedule  or  schedules  of  such  respective  filing  settled 

estates  to  bavo 

estates,  showing  the  annual  rent  and  the  annual  value  thereof,  schedules  of 
and  also  the  value  of  the  timber  growing  thereupon  ;  and  in  all  au^xed?^ 
private  bills  for  selling  a  settled  estate,  and  purchasing  another 
estate,  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses,  there  shall  be  annexed  to 
such  bill  a  schedule  or  schedules  of  such  estates,  specifying  the 
annual  rent  thereof;  and  that  every  such  schedule  shall  be 
signed  and  proved  upon  oath,  by  a  surveyor  or  other  competent 
person,  before  the  committee  to  whom  such  bill  shall  be  re- 
ferred. 

That  the  Lord  who  shall  be  in  the  chair  of  a  committee  to       .  ^S2. 
whom  any  private  bill  shall  be  committed,  shall  state  to  the  report  whether 
House,  when  the  report  of  such  committee  is  made,  how  far  the  ^en  compSed 
orders  of  the  House  in  relation  to  such  private  bill  have  or  have  ^^^« 
not  been  duly  complied  with. 

That  these  orders  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  committee  to 
whom  any  private  bill  shall  be  referred,  for  their  guidance  and 
instruction. 

9  December,  1801. 

That  for  the  future,  when  a  petition  for  a  private  bill  con-         156. 
ceming  estates  in  land,  situated  in  that  part  of  the  United  ring  petitions' 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  called  Ireland,  shall  be  JSJSJItJTc^L 
offered  to  this  House,  it  shall  be  referred,  if  the  parties  desire  it,  in  Ireland, 
to  two  Judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  Common  Pleas, 
or  Exchequer,  in  Ireland,  who  are  forthwith  to  summon  all  the 
parties  before  them  who  may  be  concerned  in  the  bill ;  and  after 
hearing  all  the  parties,  and  perusing  the  bill,  are  to  report  to  the 
House  the  state  of  the  case,  and  their  opinion  thereupon,  under 
their  hands,  and  are  to  sign  the  said  bill :  the  same  method  is  to 

VOL   V.  D 
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beobeerved  as  (oprimte  bills  eoocerning  estates  in  land,  situated 
in  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Gkeat  Britain  and  Ireland 
ealled  Ireland,  brought  from  the  House  of  Commons,  before  the 
second  reading  of  such  bills,  by  sending  a  oopy  of  the  said  bill^ 
signed  by  the  clerk,  to  the  Judges  aforesaid,  or  any  two  of 
them. 

157.  That  for  the  future,  all  persons  conoemed  in  the  consequences 
of  such  private  bills  as  aforesaid,  and  who  reside  in  that  part  of 
the  United  Kingdom  of  Oreat  Britain  and  Ireland  called  Ireland, 
may  give  their  consent  to  the  passing  of  such  bills  before  the 
two  Judges  to  whom  such  bill  shall  be  referred ;  and  the  certi- 
ficate of  the  said  Judges,  or  of  any  two  of  them,  by  which  it 
shall  appear  that,  on  a  day  and  at  a  place  to  be  therein  ex* 
pressed,  such  person  or  persons  did  appear  personally  before 
them,  and  being  aware  of  the  interest  they  may  have  in  such 
bill,  did  give  his,  her,  or  their  consent  for  him  or  themselves,* 
and  for  those  for  whom,  according  to  law,  he,  she,  or  they  may 
be  entitled  to  consent ;  and  if  any  trustee  or  trustees  shall  be 
appointed  by  such  bill,  that  such  trustee  or  trustees  did  appear 
personally  before  them,  and  did  accept  the  trust  proposed  to  be 
vested  in  him  or  them  by  the  said  bill,  and  that  the  said  several 
persons  did  in  their  presence  sign  a  bill,  (which  bill,  together 
with  the  said  certificate,  must  be  produced,)  shall  be  held  as 
sufficient  evidence  of  the  consent  of  such  person  or  persons 
before  any  committee  of  this  House,  to  whom  the  consideratioD 
of  such  bill  may  be  referred. 

158.  That  it  be  a  general  instruction  to  the  Judges  who  shall  meet 
to  take  the  consent  of  all  persons  concerned  in  the  consequences 
of  private  bills  relating  to  estates  in  that  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom  called  Ireland,  that  they  take  no  notice  of  the  consent 
of  any  person  to  the  passing  of  such  bill,  unless  such  person 
appear  before  them,  or  that  it  be  made  manifest  to  them,  by  an 
instrument  under  the  hand  of  a  notary  public,  duly  executed 
according  to  the  forms  required  by  law,  that  he  or  she  is  not 
able  to  attend,  and  doth  consent  to  the  said  bill. 

That  where  a  bill  is  brought  in  to  empower  any  person  to  sell 
or  dispose  of  lands  in  one  place  in  that  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom  called  Ireland,  and  to  buy  or  settle  lands  in  another 
place  in  the  said  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  called  Ireland, 
the   committee  to  whom  suck  bill  shall  be  referred  do  take 
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caie  that  the  taldes  be  fully  made  out ;  aud  if  the  bill  ehall 
not  be  for  nkaking  a  tiew  porcha&e,  but  only  for  flettling  other 
lands  in  lieu  of  those  to  be  sold,  in  that  case  provision  shall  be 
made  in  the  bill  that  such  other  lands  be  settled  accordingly ; 
but  if  the  bill  shall  be  to  purchase  and  settle  other  lands,  in 
that  case  the  oommitiee  are  to  take  care  that  there  be  a  binding 
agreement  produced  for  Such  new  purchase;  or  if  it  shall  be 
made  appear  to  the  committee  that  such  agreement  cannot  then 
be  made,  or  that  such  purchase  cannot  then  be  made  and  settled 
as  desired  by  the  biU,  and  the  committee  shall  be  satisfied  with 
the  reasons  alleged  for  either  of  those  purposes ;  in  either  of 
those  cases  provision  shall  be  made  in  the  bill  that  so  much  of 
the  money  arising  by  sale  of  the  lands  directed  to  be  S(rfd  as  is 
to  be  laid  out  in  a  new  purchase  shall  be  paid  by  the  purchaser 
or  purchasers,  without  fee  or  reward,  into  the  Bank  of  Ireland, 
in  the  name  and  with  the  privity  of  the  Accountant  General  of 
the  High  Court  of  Chancery  of  Ireland,  to  be  placed  to  his 
account  there,  ex  parti  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  of  the  estate 
of  the  person  or  persons  mentioned  in  the  title  of  the  said  bill, 
pursuant  to  the  method  prescribed  by  the  Irish  statute  of  the 
23  Jt  24  Geo.  3.  c.  22.  and  the  General  Orders  of  the  said 
Court,  and  shall,  when  so  paid  in,  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase 
of  Irish  government  debenturss,  or  Irish  treasury  bills.  And 
it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  interest  arising  from  the  money  so 
laid  out  in  the  ptrrcbase  of  debentures  or  treasury  bills,  and 
the  money  received  for  the  same^  as  they  cAall  be  respectively 
paid  off  by  government,  shaO  be  laid  out  in  the  name  of  the  said 
Accountant  General,  in  the  purchase  of  other  like  debentures 
or  treasury  bills ;  all  which  said  debentures  and  treasury  bills 
shall  be  deposited  in  the  said  Bank,  in  the  name  of  the  said 
Accountant  General,  and  shall  remain  there  unltl  a  proper  pur-* 
chase  or  purchases  be  found  and  approved,  as  shall  be  directed 
by  such  bill,  and  until  the  seme  shall,  upon  a  petition  setting 
forth  such  approbation,  to  be  preferred  to  the  said  Court  in  a 
•QfnoMtry  way  by  the  persons  to  be  named  in  the  bill,  be  ordered 
to  be  sold  by  the  said  Accountant  General,  for  the  eonff^ting 
such  pun^hase,  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Court  shall  think 
just  and  direct.  And  it  is  fbrOter  ordered,  Otsrl  if  tbo  money 
arising  by  the  sale  of  sueh  debentures  or  treasiivy  bffls  shall 
^eeed  tb^  amount^  the  original purtkase  nioney  S6  laid  ^ 

n  3 


?6 


176. 
Copy  of  petition 
and  Judges  re- 
port to  Im  de- 
liTered  to 
chaiiman  of 


154. 
Prarinon  to  be 
made  in  indo- 
•ore  bilk,  &c. 
relative  to  pay- 
ing pvrchaae 
money  into  the 
Bank. 


Title  XXXIII.  Private  AcL  s.  64. 

as  aforesaid,  then  and  in  that  case  only  the  surplus  which  shall 
remain,  after  discbaipng  the  expense  of  the  applications  to  the 
Court,  shall  be  paid  to  the  person  or  persons  respectively  who 
would  have  been  entitled  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
lands  directed  to  be  purchased,  in  case  the  same  had  been  pur- 
chased pursuant  to  the  act,  or  to  the  representatives  of  such 
person  or  persons. — Emend.  1  March,  1806. 

16  March,  1809. 

That  no  private  bill,  the  petition  for  which  shall  be  referred 
to  two  of  his  Majesty's  Judges,  shall  be  read  a  first  time,  until 
a  copy  of  the  said  petition,  and  of  the  report  of  the  Judges 
thereupon,  shall  be  delivered  by  the  party  or  parties  concerned 
to  the  Lord  appointed  by  this  House  to  take  the  chair  on  all 
committees. — Emend.  8  February,  1826. 

7  May,  1800. 

That  in-  any  inclosnre,  road,  drainage,  paving,  dock,  or  naviga- 
tion bill,  whenever  any  sum  of  money  is,  under  the  provisions  of 
such  act,  to  be  paid  for  the  purchase  or  exchange  of  any  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  and  which  sum  of  money  ought  to  be 
laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  other  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments, to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses,  provision  shall  be  made  in 
the  said  bill  that  such  sum  of  money,  not  being  less  than  the 
sum  of  two  hundred  pounds,  be  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England, 
in  the  name  and  with  the  privity  of  the  Accountant-Greneral  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  be  placed  to  his  account  ex  parte 
the  commissioners  under  such  particular  bill,  or  under  such  other 
title  as  by  the  said  biU  shall  be  directed,  pursuant  to  the  method 
prescribed  by  the  act  of  the  first  year  of  King  Geoi^e  the 
Fourth,  chapter  thirty-five,  and  the  General  Orders  of  the  said 
Court,  and  without  fee  or  reward,  and  shall,  when  so  paid  in, 
there  remain  until  the  same  shall,  by  order  of  the  said  Court, 
upon  a  petition  to  be  preferred  to  the  said  Court  in  a  summary 
way,  be  applied  either  in  the  purchase  of  land  tax,  or  towards 
the  discharge  of  any  debts  or  incumbrances  affecting  the  said 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  so  purchased  or  exchanged, 
or  until  the  same  shaU,  upon  the  like  application,  be  laid  out  in 
a  summary  way,  by  order  of  the  said  Court,  in  the  purchase  of 
other  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  to  be  settled  to  the 
like  uses ;  and  in  the  meantime,  and  until  such  order  can  be 
made,  such  money  may,  by  order  of  the  said  Court,  be  laid  out 
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in  some  oF  the  public  funds^  or  in  government  or  real  securities, 
and  the  dividends  or  interest  arising  therefrom  shall,  by  order 
of  the  said  Court,  be  paid  to  such  person  or  persons  as  would 
for  the  time  being  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  such 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  so  to  be  purchased,  con- 
veyed, and  settled :  and  in  case  such  sum  of  money  shall  be  less 
than  the  sum  of  two  hundred  pounds,  and  shall  exceed  the  sum 
of  twenty  pounds,  then  and  in  such  case  such  sum  of  money  shall, 
with  the  approbation  of  the  commissioners  acting  under  such 
act,  or  any  three  or  more  of  them,  be  paid  into  the  Bank  of 
England,  and  applied,  by  order  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in 
mapner  herein-before  directed,  or  may,  without  any  order  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  be  paid  into  the  hands  of  two  trustees  to 
be  nominated  by  the  person  or  persons  who,  for  the  time  being, 
would  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  so  to  be  purchased  and  settled,  such 
nomination  to  be  approved  of  by  three  or  more  of  the  said  com- 
missioners, and  such  nomination  and  approbation  to  be  in  writ- 
ing under  the  hands  of  the  persons  so  nominating  and  approv- 
ing ;  and  the  money  so  paid  to  such  trustees  shall  by  them  be 
applied  in  like  manner  as  is  before  directed  with  respect  to  the 
money  so  to  be  paid  into  the  bank  in  the  name  of  the  Accountant 
General  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  but  without  any  order  of 
the  said  Court  touching  the  application  thereof.    And  in  case 
such  sum  of  money  shall  not  exceed  twenty  pounds,  then  the 
same  shall  be  paid  to  the  person  or  persons  who  for  the  time 
being  would  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands,  te- 
nements, and  hereditaments  so  to  be  purchased  and  conveyed, 
for  his,  her,  or  their  own  use  and  benefit    And  it  is  hereby  fur- 
ther ordered,  that  if  any  commissioner  in  an  inclosure  or  drain- 
age bill  shall  find  any  difficulty  in  obtaining  a  purchase  in  land 
which  may  be  equal  in  value  to  such  sum  of  money  not  exceed- 
ing two  hundred  pounds,  as  by  the  said  Standing  Order  is  direct- 
ed to  be  paid  into  the  bank,  to  await  a  future  purchase,  or  which 
purchase  may  be  disadvantageous  in  other  respects,  such  com- 
missioners shall  be  at  liberty  to  apply  such  sum  of  money  towards 
the  expenses  of  such  act,  so  far  as  the  proportion  of  the  party 
entitled  to  such  sum  shall  amount  to ;  and  if  there  shall  be  any 
surplus  of  such  two  hundred  pounds,  they  may  apply  such  sur- 
plus, after  such  application,  in  diminution  of  the  sum  allowed  to 
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be  chaiiged  upon  the  estate  for  the  purpose  of  indosure  or 
dnii»age.-*«Eaiead.  7  Jufy,  1823, 

6  July,  1813. 
183.  That  Qo  bill  for  making  aoy  out,  caoali  or  aqueduct,  for  the 

notiws'°ic.  on  purpose  of  supplyiug  any  city,  town,  or  place  with  water,  or  for 
S£tt  buSl*"**    making,  exteuding,  or  improviug  the  navigatioo  of  any  river,  0¥ 

for  making  any  canal  for  the  purposes  of  natigatioo,  or  for  making 
any  railway  or  tram  road*  or  any  tunnel  or  archway,  or  any 
bridge,  ferry,  dock,  pier,  port,  or  harbour,  or  any  turnpike  road, 
or  for  varying  or  altering  any  such  cut,  canal,  or  aqueduct,  rail- 
way  or  tram  road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge,  ferry,  dock,  pier, 
port^  or  harbour,  or  any  turnpike  road,  already  made,  or  for 
altering  any  act  of  Parliament  passed  for  any  or  either  of  those 
purposes,  by  increasing  or  altering  any  tolls  or  dutiesji  or  by 
altering,  extending,  or  diminishing  any  works  mentioned  in  such 
act,  shall  be  read  a  third  time  in  this  House,  unless  notice 
that  an  application  was  intended  to  be  made  to  Pailiament  to 
obtain  such  bill  shall  be  inserted  in  some  one  newspaper  of  eveiy 
county  in  or  through  which  any  such  ci^t,  canal,  or  aqueduct^ 
railway  or  tram  road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge,  fcrry,  dock, 
pier«  port,  or  harbour«  or  any  turnpike  road»  is  intended  to  be 
made  or  carried,  or  in  which  any  such  cut,  canal,  or  aqueduct, 
railway  or  tram  road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge,  f<irry,  dock, 
pier,  port«  or  harbour,  or  any  turnpike  road,  already  made  wd 
intended  to  be  varied  or  altered,  shall  be,  or  in  which  such  river, 
or  such  part  thereof  as  is  intended  to  b^  made  navigable,  or  the 
navigation  thereof  to  be  extended  or  imprayed,  is  aituaAed,  (or  if 
there  be  not  any  newspaper  printed  in  such  oounties  respectively, 
then  in  the  newspaper  of  some  county  a^jy^imng  tbereU),)  tfuree 
times  at  the  least,  in  the  moUrths  of  Auguat,  September,  October, 
and  November,  or  any  of  them,  immednalely  preceding  tbet  sessioa 
of  Parliament  in  which  such  appUcation  ia  iute«4ed  to  be  aaada ; 
and  unless  such  notice  aa  to  all  such  biUs  as  aforesaid,  except 
turnpike  bills,  shall  also  have  been  given  at  the  general  qucirler 
session  of  the  peace  which  shall  have  been  holden  for  every 
and  each  county,  riding,  or  division  in  or  threngfa  whick  a»y 
such  cut,  canal,  or  aqueduct,  railway  or  tram  road,  tijwiel  or 
erchway,  bridge,  ferry,  dock,  pier,  port*  or  harbour,  is  inteoied 
to  be  made  or  carried,  or  in  which  such  cut,  canal,  or  aqueduct 
railway  or  tram  road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge,  ferry,   dock. 
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fjier,  port,  or  harbour,  already  made,  and  intended  to  be  vdried 
or  altered,  shall  be,  or  in  which  socb  rirer,  or  such  part  thereof 
as  is  intended  to  be  made  navigable,  or  the  navigation  ihereofto 
be  extended  or  improved,  is  situated,  at  Michaelmas  or  Epiphany 
preceding  the  session  of  Parliament  in  which  such  application  is 
intended  to  be  made,  bjr  affixing  such  notice  on  the  door  of  the 
session-hottse  of  each  and  every  such  county,  riding,  or  division, 
where  such  general  quartet  session  shall  be  holden ;  c^ve  and 
except  as  to  any  biR  for  any  of  the  above  purposes  in  Scotland, 
(excepting  turnpike  roads),  or  for  the  building  or  repairing  any 
gaol  or  house  of  correction  in  Scotland,  or  for  continuing  or 
amending  any  act  of  Parliament  passed  for  such  purposes,  or  for 
the  increase  or  alteration  of  the  existing  tolls,  rates,  or  duties  for 
such  purposes,  in  which  case,  instead  of  affixing  such  notice  on 
the  door  of  the  session* house,  such  notice  shaD  be  written  or' 
printed  upon  paper,  and  affixed  to  the  church  door  of  th*e  parish 
or  parishes  in  or  through  which  the  work  or  purpose  in  view  is 
to  be  made  or  carried,  ht  three  Sundays  rn  the  months  of  Au- 
gust, September,  October,  or  November,  or  any  of  them,  imme- 
diately preceding  the  session  of  Parfiament  in  which  sn«h  appli-' 
cation  is  intended  to  be  made.-^Emend.  17  June,  1814  ;  24  June, 
1824;  30  June,  1825;  19  June,  1829;  26  August,  1833. 

That  sucft  several  notices  shall  contain'  the  names  of  the  i84. 
parishes  «tkd  townships  in,  to,  or  through  which  any  such  cut, 
canal,  or  aqueduct,  railway,  or  tram  road,  tunnel  or  arehw&y, 
bridfge,  ferry,  dock,  pier,  port,  or  harbour,  or  turnpike  road-,  is 
intended  to  be  mad^e,  carried,  varied,  or  altered,  or  in  which  such 
river,  or  such  part  thereof  as  is  intended  to  be  made  navigable, 
or  the  navigation  thereof  to  be  extended  or  improved,  is  situated. 

That  no  bill  for  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid,  except  i85. 
turnpike  roads,  shall  be  read  a  third  time  in  this  House,  unless, 
previously  to  such  bill  being  brought  to  this  House  ffom  the 
Commons,  armap  or  plan  of  such  intended  cut  or  canal,  a«}ueduct 
or  navigation,  railway  or  tmm  road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge, 
ferry,  dock,  pier,  port,  or  harbour,  or  of  any  intended  extension 
or  alteration  in  any  cut,  canal,  aqueduct  or  navigation,  railway 
or  tranf  roadv  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge,  ferry,  dock,  pier,  port, 
or  harbour  already  made,  (as  the  case  may  be),  and  of  the  several 
lands  from  which  any  streams  of  water  shall  be  intended  to  be 
taken  for  the  use  of  any  such  cut,  canal,  aqueduct,  or  navigation. 
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shall  have  been  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  Parliaments ;  in 
which  map  or  plan  shall  be  described  the  line  of  such  intended 
cut,  canal,  aqueduct  or  navigation,  railway  or  tram  road,  tunnel 
or  archway »  bridge,  ferry,  dock,  pier,  port,  or  harbour,  or  of  such 
intended  alteration,  and  the  lands  through  which  the  same  is  in- 
tended to  be  carried,  or  from  which  any  streams  of  water  are 
intended  to  be  taken,  together  with  the  book  of  reference,  con- 
taining a  list  of  the  names  of  the  owners  or  reputed  owners,  and 
also  of  the  occupiers  of  such  lands  respectively  j  and  that  there 
be  also  annexed  to  the  said  map  or  plan  an  estimate  of  the  ex- 
pense of  such  undertaking  (in  cases  where  provision  is  intended 
to  be  made  for  raising  money  to  defray  such  expense),  such  esti- 
mate to  be  signed  by  the  person  or  persons  making  the  same ; 
and  if  such  money  is  proposed  to  be  raised  by  subscription,  that 
there  be  also  annexed  to  the  said  map  or  plan  an  account  of  the 
money  subscribed  for  that  purpose,  and  the  names  of  the  sub- 
scribers, with  the  sums  by  them  subscribed  respectively ;  and 
there  shall  also  be  annexed  to  such  map  or  plan  an  estimate  of 
the  probable  time  within  which  the  whole  of  such  work  may  be 
completed,  if  not  prevented  by  inevitable  accident. 

186.  That  previous  to  the  second  reading  in  this  House  of  any  bill 
for  making  any  navigation,  aqueduct,  cut  or  canal,  railway  or 
tram  road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge,  ferry,  dock,  pier,  port,  or 
harbour,  or  for  improving  the  same,  the  map  or  plan  of  the  said 
navigation,  aqueduct,  cut  or  canal,  railway  or  tram  road,  tunnel 
or  archway,  bridge,  ferry,  dock,  pier,  port,  or  harbour,  which  is 
directed  to  be  lodged  in  the  Parliament  OfBce  as  before  men- 
tioned, shall  be  engraved  or  printed  upon  the  scale  of  an  inch  at 
least  to  a  mile,  and  annexed  to  the  printed  copies  of  the  bill,  and 
shall  be  laid  upon  the  table  of  this  House. 

187.  That  no  bill  for  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid,  except 
turnpike  roads,  shall  be  read  a  third  time  in  this  House,  unless 
previously  to  such  bill  being  brought  to  this  House  from 
the  Commons,  application  shall  have  been  made  to  the  owners 
or  reputed  owners,  and  also  to  the  occupiers  of  the  lands  in  or 
through  which  any  such  cut,  canal,  aqueduct  or  navigation,  rail- 
way or  tram  road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge,  ferry,  dock,  pier, 
port,  or  harbour,  is  intended  to  be  made  or  carried,  or  any  such 
alteration  is  intended  to  be  made,  for  the  consent  of  such  persons 
respectively ;  and  unless  such  map  or  plan  as  aforesaid,  or  a  du- 
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plicate  thereof^  shall  at  the  time  of  such  application  have  beea 
shown  to  them  respectively  ;  and  unless  separate  lists  shall  have 
been  made  of  the  names  of  such  owners  and  occupiers,  distin- 
guishing which  of  them,  upon  such  application,  have  assented  to 
or  dissented  from  such  intended  cut^  canal,  aqueduct  or  naviga- 
tion,  railway  or  tram  road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge,  ferry,  dock, 
pier,  port,  or  harbour^  or  such  alteration,  or  are  neuter  in  respect 
thereof,  and  unless  such  list  shall  be  deposited  with  the  clerk  of 
the  Parliaments  at  the  same  time  as  the  map  or  plan  and  book  of 
reference  mentioned  in  the  Standing  Order  No.  185. 

That  in  case  any  bill  for  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid,  188. 

except  turnpike  roads,  shall  contain  a  clause  to  empower  the  per- 
sons who  shall  make  such  cut,  canal,  aqueduct  or  navigation, 
railway  or  tram  road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge,  ferry,  dock,  pier, 
port,  or  harbour  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  vary  or  de- 
viate from  the  line  particularly  described  in  the  map  or  plan  de- 
posited as  aforesaid  with  the  clerk  of  the  Parliaments,  such  bill 
shall  not  be  read  a  third  time  in  this  House  unless  a  like  appli- 
cation shall  have  been  made  to  the  owners  or  reputed  owners  and 
occupiers  of  the  lands  through  which  such  cut,  canal,  aqueduct 
or  navigation,  railway  or  tram  road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge, 
ferry^  dock,  pier,  port,  or  harbour,  might  pass  by  virtue  of  the 
power  so  given  to  alter  or  vary  the  line  thereof^  and  unless  a 
like  list  as  aforesaid  of  such  owners  or  reputed  owners  and  occu- 
piers be  deposited  at  the  time  and  in  the  manneir  aforesaid  with 
the  clerk  of  the  Parliaments  as  if  it  had  been  originally  proposed 
to  carry  such  cut^  canal,  aqueduct  or  navigation,  railway  or  tram 
road,  tunnel  or  archway,  bridge,  f^^rry,  dock,  pier,  port,  or  har- 
bour, through  the  lands  of  such  persons  respectively. 

That  no  bill  for  making  or  improving  any  navigation,  aqueduct,  189. 
cut,  or  canal  shall  be  read  a  third  time  in  this  House,  unless, 
previously  to  such  bill  being  brought  to  this  House  from  the 
Commons,  application  shall  have  been  made  to  the  owners  or  re- 
puted owners  and  also  to  the  occupiers  of  lands,  streams,  and 
mills  from  which  any  water  shall  by  such  bill  be  proposed  to  be 
taken  for  the  purposes  of  such  navigation,  aqueduct,  cut,  or 
canal,  to  the  prejudice  of  such  owners  or  reputed  owners  or  oc- 
cupiers of  such  lands^  streams,  and  mills  respectively. 

That  no  bill  for  any  turnpike  road,  whereby  power  shall  be         i^o. 
given  to  make  a  new  road,  or  to  alter  or  vary  the  line  of  road  be- 
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feie  used,  far  anj  tpact  exceeding  one  hundred  yards,  thall  be 
read  a  third  time  in  this  House,  unless,  preTiously  to  such  bill 
being  brought  to  this  House  from  the  Gommoos,  a  map  or  phus 
of  such  intended  new  road,  or  of  any  intended  altetation  in  say 
load  already  made  (as  the  ease  may  be),  shall  haTS  been  deposited 
vvith  the  clerk  of  the  Parliaments ;  in  which  map  or  plan  shaU 
be  described  the  line  of  such  intended  new  road,  or  of  such  in- 
tended alteration,  and  the  lands  through  which  the  same  is  in- 
tended to  be  carried,  together  with  a  book  of  reference  containmg 
a  list  of  the  names  of  the  owners  or  reputed  owners  and  also  the 
occupiere  of  such  lands  respectiTcly ;  and  that  there  be  also  an- 
nexed to  the  said  map  or  plan  an  estimate  of  the  expense  of  such 
undertaking  (in  cases  where  provision  is  intended  to  be  mad« 
£or  raising  money  to  defray  such  expense),  snch  estimate  to  be 
signed  by  the  person  or  persons  making  the  same;  and  if  sack 
money  is  proposed  to  be  raised  by  subscription,  that  there  her 
also  annexed  to  the  said  map  or  plan  an  acoount  ol  the  money 
subscribed  for  that  purpose,  sad  the  names  of  the  sobscriberSr 
with  the  suma  by  them  subscribed  respectifirfy ;  anid  theie  shaft 
also  be  annexed  to  each  map  oc  plan  an  estiHAte  of  the  probable 
time  within  which  the  whole  of  such  wotk  may  be  completed,  if 
not  pcevenbed  by  ineritable  accident. 
191^  That  no  bill  for  any  such  purposes  as  aforesaid,  except  turn- 

pike roads^  shatt  be  read  a  third  time  in  this  House^  uidess  these 
ahatt  be  contaaned  therein  a  provision,  that  in  caas  die  work  mr- 
tended  to  be  carried  into  effect  under  the  authority  o£  suck  bill 
sbaU  not  bafu  been  completed,  so  as  to  aanwer  the  objects  of 
sueh  bill,,  within  a  time  to  be  fimitedi  by  such  biU,  all  the  powenr 
and  authorities  given  by  sack  bill  eliall  tfaencefordi  eease  ssid 
determine,  save  only  as  to  60»  much  oC  such  work  as>  shall  have 
beea  completed  within  sudi:  tune,  witfc  such  provisious  and  quu^ 
lifications  aa  the  nalare  of  the  case  ahatt  require. 

That  no  biU  for  any  such  purposes,  except  turnpike  roada, 
shall  be  read  a  thicd  time  in  tins  House^.  unbss  four  fifths  of  the 
probable  expense  of  the  proposed  wosk  shaH  have  been  subscribed 
by  persona  under  a  contract  binding  the  subscribers,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  admiamtiutoss,  fen  payment  of  the  money  so  sub* 
scribed  within  a  hmitad  time  ^  nor  unless  them  shall  be  contained 
in  such  bill  a  provision  that  the  whole  of  the  probable  expense 
of  such  works  shall  be  subscribed  in  like  manner  before  the 
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powen  and  authorities  to  be  given  by  each  bill  aball  be  put 
in  force. 

That  no  aiich  biU  for  anj  eot^  canal,  or  aqnedoet  whieh  ahatt  193. 
croas  any  publio  road,  shall  be  road  a  third  time  in  thia  Honae, 
vnleaa  there  shall  be  oontaioed  therein  a  piovisian  that  the  aioent 
to  every  bridge  to  be  made  over  suoh  cut,  canal,  or  aqaeduet, 
ibr  the  purpose  of  such  publio  road,  ahall  not  be  more  Ihaii  one 
tool  in  thirteen,  and  that  the  fenoa  on  each  aide  of  such  bridgia 
shall  not  be  less  than  four  feet  above  the  aoriace  of  the  bridge. 

2  JuBe,  1824. 

Thai  in  faturoi  with  the  exoi^iticm  of  bills  for  making  or  im-  210. 
pimng  any  turnpike  road,  navigation,  aqueduct,  out  or  oanal,  j^^^ 
lailway  or  tram  road,  tnnnd  or  archway,  bridge,  ferry,  dock,  P^y  '^'^ 
pier,  port  or  harbour,  wharf,  stairs,  or  landing  place,  and  of  hiUa 
for  lighting,  paving  or  watching  any  one  town,  parish,  or  district* 
or  fiir  therein  ereeting  or  improving  any  market  place  or  market 
house,  or  for  the  cultivation  and  improvement  of  waste  lands,  all 
bills  brought  into  this  House  enacting  and  declaring  that  certain 
penona  shall  form  a  body  politic  and  oorporate^  who  shalL  only 
be  bound  to  the  extent  of  their  respective  sharea,  or  granting  to 
the  same  the  privilege  of  a  perpetnal  swccession  and  a  common 
aeal,  or  the  right  of  suing  and  being  sued,  pleading  and  being 
impleaded,at  kw  or  in  eqvdty^  or  of  proaecstittg  any  peiaan  who 
shall  commit  any  felony,  misdemeanor,  er  other  offenee^  or  any 
biU  conveying  to  any  number  of  persona  who  are  not  bonnd  con- 
jointly and  severally  to  the  extent  of  their  respeotivo  fortunes  one 
or  mere  of  the  aforesaid  piivilegea;  sudi  bill,  after  being  read  a 
firat  time^  shall  be  refonred  to  a  select  committee;  and  that  no 
.such  bill  shall  he  read  a  second  time  till  the  committee  to 
which  it  is  referred  haw  reporttd  that  it  has  to  them,  been 
psoved,  in  a  satisfoelefy  manner,  that  three>4burdia  of  the  capiink 
intended  to  form  the  joint  stock  of  such  company  is  deposited  id 
the  Bank  of  England^  or  vested  in  exchequer  bSli^  or  in  the 
public  funds  in  the  naase  of  tmsAees,.  to  be  tmnsfecred  to  suds 
company  when  they  are  by  law  constituted  a  body  politic  and 
corporate,  or  have  by  law  acquired  any  of  the  aforesaid  privi- 
leges.—Emend.  29  March,  1830. 

That  in  future,  when  any  bill  shall  be  brought  into  this         ^H- 
House,  granting  and  enacting,  in  favour  of  any  body  politic  and 
corporate,  previously  constituted  such  by  royal  charter,  and  who 


44' 


313. 
Respectiiig 
powers  of  cor- 
porationt 
created  by  act. 


Tille  XXXIIL  Private  Act.  s.  64. 

are  not  bound  conjointly  and  seyerally  to  the  extent  of  their 
respective  fortunes,  further  priyileges ;  such  bill,  if  not  intended 
to  effect  the  objects  specially  excepted  in  the  former  motion, 
after  being  read  a  first  time,  shall  be  referred  to  a  select  com- 
mittee ;  and  that  no  such  bill  shall  be  read  a  second  time  until 
the  committee  to  which  it  is  referred  have  reported  that  it  has 
to  them  been  proved,  in  a  satisfactory  manner,  that  three-fourths 
of  the  capital  intended  to  form  the  joint  stock  of  such  company 
has  been  paid  up  by  the  individual  proprietors. 

1  June,  1829. 
That  no  bill  to  empower  any  company  already  constituted  by 
act  of  Parliament  to  execute  any  work  other  than  that  for  which 
ii  was  originally  established,  shall  be  read  a  third  time  in  this 
House,  unless  the  committee  on  the  bill  shall  have  specially  re- 
ported— 

1st  That  a  draft  of  the  proposed  bill  was  submitted  to  a 

.  meeting  of  the  proprietors  of  such  company  at  a  meeting 

held  specially  for  that  purpose  : 

2d.  That  such  meeting  was  called  by  advertisement  inserted 

for  four  consecutive  weeks  in  the  newspapers  of  the  county 

or  counties  wherein  such  new  works  were  proposed  to  be 

executed  ;  or  if  there  are  no  newspapers  published  in  such 

county  or  counties,  then  in  that  of  the  nearest  county 

wherein  a  newspaper  is  published  : 

3d.  That  such  meeting  was  held  on  a  period  not  earlier  than 

seven  days  after  the  last  insertion  of  such  advertisement : 
4th.  That  at  such  meeting  the  draft  of  the  proposed  bill  was 
submitted  to  the  proprietors  then  present,  and  was  approved 
of  by  at  least  three-fifths  of  such  proprietors. 
That  in  case  any  proprietor  of  such  company,  or  any  person 
authorized  to  act  for  him  in  that  behalf,  shall  at  such  meeting  as 
aforesaid  have  dissented,  such  proprietor  shall  be  permitted,  on 
petitioning  the  House,  to  be  heard  by  the  committee  on  the  pro- 
posed bill,  by  himself,  his  counsel,  or  agents.] 
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TITLE  XXXIV. 
KING'S   GRANT. 


Sect.    1.  Nature  t^. 

7*  Gnmts  rf  FroMckUes. 
9.  Of  Offices. 
10.  Of  Crown  Ltmde. 
26.  Of  the  King'B  yrnmte  Pro- 

perhf. 
ST.  Of  LoMds  acquired  by  Ee- 
cheat  or  Forfeitare. 


Sect.  28.  How   King's    Grants    are 
construed. 
S2.  What    passes    by    general 

Words. 
40.  Where  ihe  King  is  deceived. 
46.  Exceptions. 


Section  I.. 

The  second  kind  of  assurance  by  matter  of  record^  is  a  grant  Nature  of. 

from  the  King  to  a  subject ;  for  it  is  a  rule  of  the  common  law, 

that  the  King  can  only  give  by  matter  of  record :  therefore  the  Bn>.Ab.Tit. 

King's  grants  are  contained  in  charters^  or  letters  patent  under 

the  great  seal,  which  are  usually  directed  or  addressed  to  all  the 

King's  subjects, 

2.  Lord  Coke  says,  that  where  the  King's  grants  concludied  2  Inst  78. 
with  the  words  hiis  testilms,  they  were  called  charta,  or  charters ; 

and  where  they  concluded  with  the  words  teste  me  ipso,  they  were 
called  letters  patent,  being  so  named  in  the  clause — In  cujus  rei 
testimonium  has  literas  nostras  Jierifecimus  patentes. 

3.  The  King's  letters  patent  under  the  great  seal  of  England 
need  no  delivery ;  nor  his  grants  under  the  great  seal  of  the 
duchy  of  Lancaster ;  for  they  are  sufficiently  authenticated  and 
completed  by  the  annexing  of  the  respective  seals  to  them. 

4.  There  are  a  variety  of  offices,  communicating  in  a  regular  2  Comm.346* 
subordination  with  one  another,  through  which  all  the  King's 

grants  must  pass,  and  be  transcribed  and  enrolled,  in  order  that 
they  may  be  narrowly  inspected  by  his  officers,  who  will  inform 
him  if  any  thing  contained  therein  be  improper,  or  unlawful  to 
be  granted. 
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6.  By  the  statute  13  Eliz.  c.  6.,  it  is  enacted  that  an  exempli- 
fication of  the  enrolment  of  any  letters  patent,  granted  from  the 
4th  Feb«  27  Hen.  8.  or  thereafter  to  be  granted,  shall  be  of 

sSp.*?*'       ^  S^^  force,  to  be  shown  and  pleaded  in  behalf  of  the  pa- 
tentees, their  heirs  and  assigns,  and  every  other  person  having 

^^8^^^°"'     any  estates  from  them,  as  if  the  letters  patent  themselves  were 

produced. 

6.  It  will  only  be  necessary  here  to  treat  of  those  grants  by 
which  the  Crown  gives  something  that  falls  within  the  descrip- 

Tit. 26.  ^iQQ  of  real  property,  such  as  franchises,  offices,  and  lands;  dig- 

nities having  been  already  treated  of. 

Grants  of  fran-       7«  It  has  been  stated  in  a  fdrmer  title,  that  all  franchises  in 

chues. 

Tit.  27.  the  hands  of  private  persons  are  derived  from  grants  of  the 

Crown :  but  that  ancient  grants  of  franchises  are  not  sufficient 
without  an  allowance  of  them  before  justices  in  eyre. 

8.  The  Crown  may  still  grant  fairs,  markets,  parks,  warrens, 
&c.,  though  I  apprehend  that  no  grants  of  parks,  warrens,  or 
free  chase,  have  been  made  for  the  last  two  centuries. 

Of  oflSces.  9,  There  are  a  variety  of  offices  held  immediately  under  the 

Crown,  which  can  only  be  granted  by  letters  patent    And  it 

Tit.  25.  j^i^g  i^^Q  stated  in  a  former  title,  that  each  of  these  offices  ttost 

be  granted  with  all  its  ancient  rights  and  privileges,  and  every 
thing  incident  to  it« 

Of  Crown  lands.      10.  It  is  somewhal  doubtful  whether  our  Kings  were  fminerly 

Ssnkor  8  cam 

6 Mod. 29.  '     enabled  to  alien  the  Crown  lands;  for  although  the  Conqueror 

and  his  sons  granted  away  great  estates  to  their  followers,  yet 
these  were  in  general  forfeitures  that  had  accrued  to  the  Crown. 
In  process  of  time,  however,  out  Kings  certainly  exercised  the 
light  of  granting  the  Crown  lands  at  their  pleasure*  But  the 
exercise  of  this  prerogative  having  greatly  impoverished  the 
Crown,  it  has  been  restrained  1^  several  modem  laws. 

11.  By  the  statote  1  Anne,  stat.  Lc.  7.  s.  6.  ft  is  enacted, 
*  Thai  all  and  ewesy  grant,  lease,  or  other  aasurance  which, 
from  and  after  the  2dtfa  March,  1702,  shall  be  made  or  granted 
by  her  Majesly,  her  heira  or  soccessoiB,  Kings  or  Queens  of  <his 
veaha,  under  the  great  seal  of  England,  excheqiier  seals,  seals  of 
the  dnchy  and  eomnty  pabtine  of  Lancaster,  or  any  of  thess,  or 
by  copy  of  conrtHxill,  or  otherwise  howsoever,  of  any  manon, 
messuages,  lands,  tenemeiris,  rents,  titlMs,  woods,  or  other  hercM 
ditaments,  (advowsons  of  churches  and  vicarages  only  cxoepCed,) 
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withiD  Uie  kiogdom  of  England,  dominion  of  Wales,  or  town  of 
Berwick-upon-Tweed,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  then 
belonging  or  thereafter  to  belong  to  her  Majesty,  her  heirs  or 
aocceesors,  or  to  any  other  person  or  persona  in  trust  for  her 
Majesty,  her  heirs  or  successors,  in  possession,  reversion,  re* 
mainder,  use,  or  expectancy,  whether  the  same  were  or  should 
be  in  right  of  the  Crown  of  England,  or  as  part  of  the  princi* 
pality  of  Wales,  or  of  the  duchy  or  county  palatine  of  Lancaster, 
or  otherwise  howsoever,  to  any  person  or  persons,  body  politic  or 
corporate  whatsoever,  whereby  any  estate  or  interest  whatsoever, 
in  law  or  equity^  shall  or  may  pass  from  her  Mi\jesty,  her  heirs 
or  successors,  shall  be  utterly  void  and  of  none  effect;  unless 
such  grant,  lease,  or  assurance  be  made  for  some  term  or  estate 
not  exceeding  thirty-one  years,  or  three  lives,  or  for  some  term 
of  years  determinable  upon  one,  two,  or  three  lives ;  and  unless 
such  grant,  lease,  or  assurance  respectively  be  made  to  commence 
from  the  date  or  making  thereof;  and  if  such  grant,  lease,  or  as- 
surance be  made  to  take  effect  in  reversion  pr  expectancy,  that 
then  the  same,  together  with  the  estate  or  estates  in  possession, 
of  and  in  the  premises  therein  contained,  do  not  exceed  three 
lives  or  the  term  of  thirty-one  years  in  the  whole,  and  unless 
such  grant,  &a  be  so  made  that  the  tenant  be  liable  to  punish* 
ment  for  waste ;  and  unless  there  be  reserved  upon  every  such 
grant,  lease,  or  assurance  respectively,  the  ancient  or  most  usual 
rent,  or  more,  or  such  rent  as  had  been  reserved,  yielded  and 
paid  for  such  of  the  said  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
rents,  tithes,  or  other  hereditaments  as  shall  be  therein  oon- 
tained,  for  the  greater  part  df  twenty  years  before  the  making 
thereof;  and  where  no  such  rent  shall  have  been  reserved  or  pay- 
aUe,  that  then  upon  every  such  grant,  lease,  or  assurance  there 
be  reserved  a  reasonable  rent,  not  being  under  the  third  part  of 
the  clear  yearly  value  of  such  el  the  said  manors,  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  tithes^  or  other  hereditaments  as  shall  be  con- 
tained in  such  lease  or  grant ;  and  unless  such  respective  rents 
be  made  payable  to  her  Majesty,  her  heirs  or  successors,  who 
ahall  make  such  lease  or  grant,  and  to  her  or  their  heirs  or  suc- 
cessors, during  the  whole  tenn  or  time  of  the  continuajioe  thereof 
respectively." 

12.  By  the  sixth  section  of  thia  statute,  it  is  provided,  that 
where  the  greater  part  of  the  yearly  value  of  any  tenements  shall 
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consist  of  the  buildings  thereon^  which  may  want  to  be  repaired 
or  re-edified^  the  Crown  may  demise  such  tenements  for  fifty  years 
or  three  lives,  to  commence  from  the  date  of  the  lease ;  or  if  in 
reversion,  then  the  same,  with  the  estate  in  possession,  not  to 
exceed  fifty  years  or  three  lives ;  and  be  dispunishable  for  waste ; 
and  so  as  such  rent  be  reserved,  as  is  required  in  the  preceding 
section. 

13.  By  the  eighth  section  of  this  statute  it  is  provided,  that 
this  act  shall  not  extend  to  disable  the  Crown  from  making  such 
leases,  copies,  or  grants,  as  it  might  make  under  the  statute 
12  Will.  3.  for  making  leases  or  copies  of  offices,  lands,  or  here- 
ditaments, parcel  of  the  duchy  of  Cornwall ;  ''  or  to  disable  her 
Majesty,  her  heirs  or  successors,  to  make  any  grant  or  restitu- 
tion of  any  estate  or  estates  thereafter  to  be  forfeited,  for  any 
treason  or  felony  whatsoever ;  or  to  disable  her  Majesty,  her 
heirs  or  successors,  to  grant,  demise,  or  assign  any  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments  which  should  be  seised  or  taken  into 
her  or  their  hands  upon  any  outlawry  at  the  suit  of  her  or  their 
subjects,  as  had  been  usual;  or  any  estate  whatsoever  which 
was  or  should  be  seised,  extended,  or  taken  in  execution  for  any 
debt  owing  or  to  be  due  to  the  Crown,  as  she  or  they  should 
think  fit;  or  to  make  any  grants  or  admittances  which  of  right 
or  custom  ought  to  be  made,  of  any  copyhold  lands,  tenements, 
or  hereditaments,  parcel  of  any  manor  or  manors  of  her  Majesty, 
her  heirs  or  successors." 

14.  By  the  statute  34  Geo.  3.  c.  75.  the  sixth  section  of  the 
statute  1  Anne  is  repealed,  and  it  is  enacted  (sect.  3.)  that  where 
any  Crown  lands  shall  be  deemed  by  the  Commissioners  of  the 
Treasury  fit  and  proper  for  the  erection  of  houses  or  other 
buildings,  and  where  the  lessees  shall  agree  to  erect  buildings 
thereon  of  greater  value  than  the  land  so  to  be  leased,  or  where 
the  greatest  part  of  the  yearly  value  of  such  tenements  shall 
consist  of  buildings ;  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Crown  to  demise 
the  land  for  ninety-nine  years  or  three  lives,  from  the  making  of 
such  lease;  or  if  such  lease  be  made  in  reversion,  then  that 
the  estate  granted,  together  with  the  estate  in  possession,  shall 
not  exceed  ninety-nine  years  or  three  lives  :  and  so  as  the  rents 
reserved  be  not  less  than  two  thirds  of  the  reasonable  rent  for 
such  buildings :  and  so  as  there  be  paid  to  the  Crown  a  fine  to 
the  amount  of  the  remaining  part  of  such  annual  sum,    sub- 
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jeot  ta  a  discount,  not  to  be  computed  at  a  higher  rate  than 
the  highest  rate  of  interest  at  the  time ;  and  when  there  shall 
happen  to  be  no  building  upon  the  land  to  be  demised,  or  that 
the  buildings  thereon  shall  be  agreed  to  be  rebuilt,  or  other 
new  buildings  to  be  erected,  then  there  shall  be  reserved  such 
annual  rent  as  shall  be  deemed  reasonable,  without  taking  tjiny 
fine :  and  so  as  in  every  lease  last  aforesaid  there  be  contained 
a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessee  for  erecting  houses  or 
other  buildings  thereon,  and  for  keeping  them  in  repair :  and 
so  as  the  rents  be  reserved  free  of  all  manner  of  taxes,  during  the 
whole  of  the  term :  except  such  rent  as  the  Treasury  shall  think 
fit  to  be  allowed,  not  exceeding  the  term  of  three  years :  and 
so  as  the  lessees  execute  counterparts  of  such  leases. 

I6«  By  the  fourth  section  it  is  enacted,  that  on  every  grant 
or  lease  to  be  made  by  the  Crown,  (ad vowsons  and  such  grounds 
with  buildings  thereon  as  are  authorized  to  be  granted  for 
ninety*nine  years  or  three  lives,  and  whereon  any  fine  shall  be 
payable,  only  excepted,)  there  shall  be  reserved  such  clear 
annual  rents,  as  shall  be  deemed  by  the  Treasury  to  be  reason- 
able, without  taking  any  fine ;  and  such  rent  shall  be  payable 
during  the  whole  term ;  and  no  such  lease  shall  be  good  in  law, 
unless  the  lessees  execute  a  counterpart  thereof. 

Id.  By  the  5th  section  it  is  enacted,  that  it  shall  not  be  law- 
ful to  renew  any  such  lease  for  any  term  of  years  whatever,  until 
within  five  years  of  the  period  of  its  exjnration ;  except  such 
tenements  as  are  thereby  authorized  to  be  granted  for  ninety- 
nine  years ;  nor  to  renew  any  lease  for  ninety-nine  years,  until 
within  twenty  years  of  the  expiration  of  the  same ;  nor  auy 
lease  for  lives^  so  long  as  there  shall  be  more  than  one  of  such 
lives  in  being,  except  in  the  cases  before  mentioned. 

17.  By  the  7th  section  it  is  provided,  that  where  aqy  wastes 
or  commons,  in  which  the  Crown  has  any  interest,  shall  be 
deemed  fit  to  be  inclosed,  and  shall  be  by  authority  of  Parlia- 
ment, or  otherwise,  authorized  to  be  inclosed  (  or  where  any 
lands,  bdd  under  a  lease  from  the  Crown,  shall  be  deemed  by 
the  Treasury  fit  and  expedient  U)  be  planted,  and  appropriated 
to  the  growth  of  timber,  or  any  farm^-house  to  be  erected,  or  any 
pits  to  be  sunk,  for  the  working  of  mines,  quarries,  or  collieries ; 
and  where  the  term  or  estate  in  possession  shall  be  deemed  by 
the  Treasury  to  be  insufficient  to  refmy  the  coets  of  such  im- 

VOL.  v.  E 
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provements ;  in  every  such  case  it  shall  be  lawful  to  renew  any 
such  lease,  or  to  grant  any  further  lease,  for  any  term  or  estate 
not  exceeding  the  terms  or  estates  authorized  by  the  act  of  1 
Anne,  or  by  this  act.  And  where  any  houses  or  other  buildings 
shall  require,  or  shall  be  agreed  to  be  rebuilt,  it  shall  be  lawful 
to  grant  any  further  lease  of  such  houses  or  other  buildings,  for 
any  term  or  estate  not  exceeding  the  terms  or  estates  authorized 
by  this  act :  provided  such  rents  are  reserved  as  are  required  by 
this  act ;  and  that  covenants  be  inserted  for  erecting  such  new 
houses  or  buildings. 

18.  By  the  8th  section  it  is  enacted,  that  before  the  making  of 
any  grant  or  lease,  a  survey  of  the  premises,  where  the  same 
shall  be  capable  of  such  survey,  and  an  estimate  of  the  improved 
annual  value  thereof,  shall  be  had  and  made  by  a  practical 
surveyor,  under  the  direction  of  the  Treasury ;  who  shall  certify, 
by  his  report  in  writing  under  his  hand,  what  is  the  true  and 
fair  improved  annual  value  of  the  estate  so  surveyed  and  valued, 
and  the  true  and  fair  annual  value  of  the  buildings,  and  the  true 
state  and  condition  of  such  buildings,  and  for  what  term  of  years 
it  shall  be  most  beneficial  to  grant  such  buildings  or  ground :  and 
such  survey  and  valuation  shall  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  such 
surveyor. 

19.  By  the  9th  section  it  is  provided,  that  where  any  tene- 
ments shall  be  of  a  known  fixed  and  unimprovable  value ;  or 
where,  from  the  nature  of  such  tenements,  the  annual  value 
thereof  cannot  be  ascertained  by  means  of  a  survey ;  or  where 
the  value  of  such  tenements  is  small ;  a  lease  thereof  may  be  re- 
newed without  a  survey  thereof. 

20.  By  the  statute  39  &  40  Geo.  3.  c.  86.  for  the  better  pre- 
servation of  timber  in  the  New  Forest,  and  for  ascertaining  the 
boundaries  of  the  said  forest,  and  of  the  lands  of  the  Crown 
within  the  same,  it  is  enacted  by  the  7th  section,  that  if  the 
commissioners  shall  find  any  land  belonging  to  the  Crown, 
which  has  been  for  fifteen  years  inclosed  and  enjoyed  without 
interruption,  and  which  has  been  improved,  they  may  grant  a 
lease  thereof  for  such  term  of  years  as  shall  appear  to  the  com- 
missioners a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  expense  of  im- 
provement. 

21.  By  the  28th  section  it  is  enacted,  that  the  commissioners 
may  treat  for  the  sale  of  small  parcels  of  land,  belonging  to  or 
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claitned  by  the  Crown,  which  are  intermixed  with  the  land  of 
individuals^  and  are  not  valuable  for  the  purpose  of  the  forest; 
but  such  lands  to  be  sold  shall  not  exceed  in  any  instance  the 
value  of  500/. 

22.  [By  the  statute  10  Geo.  4.  c.  50.  the  laws  relating  to  the 
management  and  improvement  of  the  land  revenues  of  the 
Crown  were  consolidated,  and  the  provisions  of  the  former  acts 
extended.  By  this  act  the  possessions  and  land  revenues  of 
the  Crown  are  placed  under  the  management  of  the  commis-  s.  8. 
sioners  of  his  Majesty's  woods,  forests,  and  land  revenues. 

23.  The  22d  section  authorises  the  commissioners  to  lease 
for  thirty-one  years;  the  23d,  to  grant  building  leases  for 
ninety-nine  years ;  and  by  the  26th  section,  it  is  enacted  that 
such  leases  may  be  granted  in  possession  or  reversion,  so  that 
any  lease  in  reversion  shall  not,  with  the  unexpired  term  of  any 
subsisting  lease,  exceed  the  prescribed  period  of  thirty-one  and 
ninety-nine  years. 

24.  By  the  34th  section  the  commissioners  are  empowered  to    .  98. 
selly  by  the  42d  and  two  following  sections  to  exchange,  and  by 

the  52d  section  to  purchase  lands  on  behalf  of  the  Crown.  The 
63d  and  several  succeeding  sections  provide  for  the  enrolments 
of  deeds  relating  to  the  purchase,  sale,  leasing,  or  exchange  of 
lands  under  the  act.  The  124th  section  provides  that  the  act 
shall  not  repeal  or  affect  the  following  statutes,  namely,  the  39 
&  40  Geo.  3.  c.  88.  the  47  Geo.  3.  c.  24.  the  59  Geo.  3.  c.  94. 
and  the  6  Geo,  4.  c.  17.] 

26.  By  the  statute  39  &  40  Geo.  3.  c.  88.  it  is  enacted,  **  That  Of  the  Kingr* 

.     .  private  pro* 

none  of  the  provisions  and  restrictions  contained  in  the  acts  of  peity. 
1  Anne  and  34  Geo.  3.  shall  extend  to  any  manors^  messuages, 
lands,  tenements^  or  other  hereditaments,  of  whatsoever  tenure 
the  same  may  be,  which  had  at  any  time  theretofore  been  pur- 
chased by  his  Majesty,  or  should  at  any  time  thereafter  be  pur- 
chased by  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  or  successors,  out  of  any  monies 
issued  and  applied  for  the  use  of  his  or  their  privy  purse ;  or 
with  any  other  monies  not  appropriated  to  any  public  service , 
or  to  any  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  or  other  here- 
ditaments, of  whatsoever  tenure  the  same  may  be,  which  came 
to  his  Majesty,  or  may  come  to  him,  his  heirs  or  successors,  by 
the  gift  or  devise  of,  or  by  descent  or  otherwise  from,  any  of  his, 
her,  or  their  ancestors,  or  any  other  person  or  persons  not 
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being  Kings  or  Queens  of  the  realm ;  and  that  the  same  tbould 
operate  to  all  intents  and  purposei  as  from  the  birth  of  his 
Majesty. 

26.  By  the  4th  section  it  is  enacted,  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  King^  his  heirs  and  successors,  from  time  to  time,  by  any 
instrument  under  his  and  their  royal  sign  manual,  attested  by 
two  or  more  witnesses,  at  his  and  their  free  will  and  pleasure,  to 
grant,  sell,  or  give,  all  and  every  or  any  of  the  manors,  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  so  purchased,  or  to 
be  purchased,  or  which  had  or  should  come  to  his  Majesty,  his 
heirs  or  successors,  as  aforesaid,  whether  of  freehold,  or  copy- 
hold,, or  customary,  or  leasehold  tenure,  and  whether  conveyed 
or  assured  to,  or  otherwise  vested  in  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  or 
successors,  as  aforesaid,  to  any  person  or  persons,  for  any  estate 
or  estates,  or  for  any  intents  or  purposes,  as  any  of  his  Majesty^s 
subjects  might  grant,  sell,  or  give  the  like  manors,  &c» ;  and  all 
persons  seised  of  any  manors.  Sec,  or  any  estate  therein,  in  trust 
Vide  4  Geo.  4.    f^^  jjis  Majesty,  his  heirs  or  successors,  shall  convey,  surrender, 

assign,  or  otherwise  assure  the  same,  in  such  manner  as  his  Ma- 
jesty, his  heirs  or  successors,  under  his  or  their  royal  sign  manual, 
to  be  attested  as  aforesaid,  shall  direct. 

^JilS  b*  ^'  ^^*  ®y  ^^^  statute  47  Geo.  3.  c.  24.,  reciting  the  preceding 

escheat  or  for-     Statute,  and  that  doubts  existed,  whether  the  powers  therein 
^*  "^*  given  extended  to  lands  which  had  or  might  come  to  his  Majesty, 

his  heirs  or  successors,  in  right  of  his  duchy  of  Lancaster,  or  by 
reason  that  the  same  had  been  purchased  by  or  for  the  use  of  or 
in  trust  for  any  alien  or  aliens ;  and  whether  the  same  extended 
to  enable  his  Majesty  to  grant  any  rents,  or  arrears  of  rent, 
accrued  in  respect  of  any  manors,  Sec,  before  any  grant  thereof 
under  the  said  act,  it  is  enacted,  '^  That  in  all  cases  in  which  his 
Majesty,  his  heirs  or  successors,  hath  or  shall,  in  right  of  his 
Crown,  or  of  his  duchy  of  Lancaster,  become  entitled  to  any  free- 
hold or  copyhold  manors,  &c.,  either  by  escheat  for  want  of 
heirs,  or  by  reason  of  any  forfeiture,  or  by  reason  that  the  same 
had  been  purchased  by  or  for  the  use  of,  or  in  trust  for  any  alien 
or  aliens,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  succes- 
sors, by  warrant  under  his  or  their  sign  manual,  or  under  the 
seal  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster,  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
title  to  such  manors,  &c.,  to  direct  the  execution  of  any  trusts 
or  purposes  to  which  the  same  may  have  been  directed  to  be 
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applied ;  aud  to  make  grants  of  such  manors.  Sic.,  or  of  any  rents 
or  profits  then  due  and  in  arrear  to  his  Majesty,  in  respect  there- 
of respectively,  to  any  trustee  or  trustees,  or  otherwise  for  the 
execution  of  any  such  trusts  or  purposes ;  or  to  any  person  or 
persons  for  the  purpose  of  restoring  the  same  to  any  of  the  fa- 
mily of  the  person  or  person%whose  estates  the  same  had  been  ; 
or  of  carrying  into  effect  any  intended  grant,  conveyance,  or  de- 
vise of  any  such  person  or  persons,  in  relation  thereto;  or  of  re- 
warding any  person  or  persons  making  discovery  of  any  such 
escheat,  or  of  his  Majesty's  right  and  title  thereto,  as  to  his  59Geo.3.c.94. 
Majesty,  his  heirs  or  successors  respectively,  shall  seem  fit"  eo.  .  .    . 

28.  The  King's  grants  are  construed  in  a  very  different  man-  How  King's 
nerfrom  conveyances  made  between  private  subjects;  for,  being  ^strued. 
matter  of  record,  they  ought  to  contain  the  utmost  truth  and 
certainty  :  and  as  they  chiefly  proceed  from  the  bounty  of  the 
I    Crown,  they  have  at  all  times  been  construed  most  favoumbly 
I  for  the  King,  and  against  the  grantee ;  contrary  to  thB  manner  piowd.  243. 
in  which  all  other  assurances  are  construed. 

[And  the  introduction  of  the  words  ex  mero  motu  Sf  ex  certd  5  prf^,  21?!*^* 
scier^iA,  will  not  reduce  a  royal  grant  to  the  same  standard  of 
construction  as  the  grant  of  a  subject] 

29«  Thus,  if  the  King  girmts  lands,  or  a  rent  issuing  out  of 
them^  to  A«  B.,  without  any  limitation  of  estate,  the  grantee  will 
only  take  an  estate  at  will,  on  account  of  the  uncertainty; 
whereas^  in  the  case  of  a  grant  by  a  subject,  an  estate  for  life  Tit.  32.  c.  19. 
would  have  passed. 

30.  King  Henry  VIII.  granted  lands  to  Lord  Lovel,  to  have  1  Rep.  43  b. 
and  to  hold  to  him  and  to  his  heirs  male ;  and  it  was  adjudged 

void  :  for  the  King  could  not  gmnt  such  estate  of  inheritance  in 

fee  simple,  to  make  the  males  to  be  inheritable,  and  exclude 

the  females*    But  in  the  case  of  a  private  person,  such  a  grant  Tit.  32.  c.  22. 

would  have  passed  an  estate  in  fee  simple. 

31.  The  King's  grant  shall  not  be  taken  to  a  double  intent.  Caseof  mioes. 
TboB,  if  the  King  grants  lands,  and  the  mines  therein  contained,  1  slep.'  46  b. 
it  will  only  pass  common  mines,  and  not  mines  of  gold  or  silver ;  ^^  ** 
for  the  common  intent  of  the  grant  is  satisfied  by  the  passing  of 
mioes  of  coal^  lead,  &c. 

32.  By  the  statute  caUed  Prerogatim  Regis,  17  Edw.  2.  c.  16.  "^^^^^"1^^ 
it  is  declared,  that  when  the  King  gives  or  grants  lands  or  ma- 
nors, with  the  appurtenances,  unless  he  makes  express  mention 
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10  Rep.  64  a.     in  the  deed  of  the  knights'  fees,  advowsons  of  churches,  and 

dowers,  when  they  fall,  then  the  King  reserves  to  himself  such 
fees,  &c.  although  among  other  persons  it  had  been  observed 
otherwise. 

id«m.  33.  It  has  been  held,  that  this  act  is  restrained  to  the  three 

cases  of  ad  vowsons,  knights'  fees,  and  dower ;  for  a  court-leet  will 
pass  without  express  words.  So  of  a  forest  appendant  to  a  ma- 
nor ;  and  the  words  of  the  act  being  quando  dominus  rex  dat  vel 
concedit,  in  cases  of  restitution,  advowsons,  &c.  will  pass  without 
any  express  mention  of  them. 

34.  When  the  grant  of  the  King,  in  general  terms,  refers  to  a 
certainty,  it  is  the  same  as  if  the  certainty  had  been  expressed 
in  the  grant ;  though  such  certainty  be  not  of  record,  but  lie  in 
averment,  by  matter  in  pais,  or  in  fact. 

Whistler's  case,      35.  Queen  Elizabeth,  being  seised  in  fee  jure  corona  of  the 

Iv  xvep.  o3« 

manor  of  Whitchurch,  to  which  an  advowson  was  appendant, 
granted  the  manor,  with  the  appurtenances,  for  twenty-one 
years,  excepting  the  advowson ;  and  afterwards  reciting  the  said 
demise  and  exception,  she  made  another  grant  to  the  same 
grantee,  for  another  term  of  years,  with  the  like  exception.  King 
James  I.,  in  consideration  of  services,  ex  certd  scientid,  ^c,  granted 
the  manor,  cum  suisjuribus,  8^c.  to  G.  H.,  exceptis  qua  in  eisdem 
Uteris  patentibus  excipiuntur ;  and  mentions  the  lease  in  reversion, 
and  the  like  exception  therein  ;  but  then  follows  this  clause — 
Et  ulterius  de  uberiori  gratia  nostra,  et  ex  certd  scientid,  S^c,  damtis 
omnia  et  singula  tenementa  pradicto  manerio  quoque  modo  spect.  S^c. 
et  uberius  damus,  8^c.,  to  the  said  G.  H.  and  his  heirs,  the  said 
manor,  ac  ctetera  omnia  et  singula pramissa,  cum  eorum  pertinentOs 
adeo  plene,  S^c,  as  the  same  came  to  him,  and  they  were  in  his 
hands.  It  was  resolved,  I.  That  the  advowson  passed,  because 
it  was  clearly  referred  to  in  the  grant.  II.  That  if  the  words 
adeo  plene  et  integre  had  been  omitted,  then  it  would  not  have 
passed  by  the  first  clause ;  but  by  the  addition  of  the  last  clause, 
all  the  parts  of  the  patent  taking  effect  at  one  and  the  same  time, 
the  advowson  should  pass  as  appendant.  III.  Though  the  first 
clause  of  the  grant  referred  to  the  demise  in  which  the  advowson 
was  excepted,  yet  by  the  middle  clause  all  tenements,  &c.  per- 
taining to  the  said  manor  were  granted ;  and  the  last  clause 
granted  the  manor,  with  the  appurtenances,  &c.  adeo  plene,  Sfc. 
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36.  The  manor  of  Laburn,  to  which  an  advowson  was  append-  ?«*.*•  %**^' 

*  *^  Rochester, 

anty  came  to  King  Hen.  VIII.  by  the  dissolution  of  the  monas-  2  Mod.  i. 
ieries^  who  granted  the  manor  to  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury, 
excepting  the  advowson;  and  afterwards  the  archbishop  re- 
granted  the  same  to  the  King,  together  with  the  advowson ;  and 
then  the  King  granted  the  manor  of  Laburn,  et  advocaiionem 
ecclesi4B  de  Laburn  dicto  archiepiscopo  dudum  sped.,  and  which 
was  re-granted  to  the  said  King  by  the  said  archbishop,  and 
formerly  belonging  to  the  abbot  of  Grey  Church,  &c.  adeoplene 
as  the  said  arahbishop  or  abbot  had  it,  or  as  it  was  in  our  hands, 
by  any  ways  or  means  howsoever. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  advowson   passed  by   this 

grant. 

«  • 

Ellis,  Just,  said  the  general  words  adeo  pUne^  as  the  King  had 
it  by  any  ways  or  means  whatsoever,  were  sufficient  to  pass  it :  '^  ^  Browne, 

J  .     -  .  •..      1  1  Freein.207. 

and  judgment  was  given  accordingly. 

37.  But  where  general  words  do  not  refer  to  any  certainty, 
they  will  not,  in  grants  by  the  Crown,  pass  any  thing. 

38.  In  the  river  Banne,  in  Ulster,  where  the  stream  is  navi-  Fishery  of  the 
gable,  there  is  a  rich  fishery  of  salmon,  which  was  parcel  of  the  Davysi  66. 
ancient  inheritance  of  the  Crown.     In  the  first  year  of  King  Duke  of 
James  I.,  Sir  Randall  Macdonnell  obtained  a  grant  to  him  and.  Foewdi,  6* Bar. 


his  heirs,  by  letters  patent,  of  the  territory  of  Rout,  which  is  ad-  ^  ^^"'  ^''^• 
joining  to  the  river  Banne,  in  that  part  where  the  fishery  is :  by 
these  the  King  granted  to  him,  omnia  castra,  messuagia,  tofta, 
fnotendina,  terras,  prata,  pascua,  piscarias,  piscationes,  aquas^ 
aquarum  cursus,  8^c,  ac  omnia  alia  harediiamenta  in  vel  infra  dic' 
turn  territortum  de  Rout,  exceptis  et  ex  hac  concessione  nobis  hare- 
dibus  et  successoribus  nostris  reservatis,  tribus  partibus  piscaiionis 
fluminis  de  Banne, 

It  was  resolved  by  the  Judges  of  Ireland,  that  no  part  of  the 
fishery  passed  by  these  letters  patent ;  that  no  part  of  this  royal 
fishery  could  pass  by  the  grant  of  the  land  adjoining,  by  the 
general  grant  of  all  fisheries ;  for  this  royal  fishery  was  not  ap- 
purtenant to  the  land,  but  was  a  fishery  in  gross,  and  parcel  of 
the  inheritance  of  the  Crown  by  itself;  and  general  words  in  the 
King's  grants  shall  not  pass  such  special  royalty,  which  belongs 
to  the  Crown  by  prerogative ;  for  mines  royal,  amerciaments 
royal,  or  escheats  royal,  should  not  pass  by  general  words,  of  all  Aowd.  333. 
mines,  amerciaments,  and  escheats. 
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See  also  Att«- 
Gen.  V.  Marquis 
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5  Price,  269. 


Where  the  King 
is  deceived. 


Case  of  Alton 
Woods. 
1  Rep.  40. 
Moo.  413. 
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It  was  ^\6o  agroed,  that  wfaere  the  King  granted  to  Sir  R.  M. 
all  the  territories  adjoining  to  the  rivers  and  all  fisheries  within 
the  territory,  exceptis  tribu$  parMus  piicarim  de  Bonne;  the 
fourth  part  of  the  fishery  should  not  pass  to  him,  for  the  King*8 
grant  should  pass  nothing  by  implication. 

39.  If  the  King  grants  the  manor  of  D.  with  the  appurte- 
nances, and  all  other  lands,  pastures,  woods,  ei  hareditamenta 
ante  hac  cognita,  usitata,  accepta,  vel  reputata,  tU  membmm  vel 
parcella  fnanerii  pradicti ;  a  wood  which  was  not  parcel  of  the 
manor  truly,  and  in  right,  that  is,  facto  etjure,  shall  not  pass 
though  it  be  averred  that  the  said  wood,  adkunc  anteafuit  rep^- 
tat"  et  parceP  manerii  pradicti :  without  saying  that  it  had  been 
reputed  parcel,  time  out  pf  mind.  And  if  it  had  been  averred 
that  the  wood  was  reputed  parcel  of  the  manor,  time  out  of 
mind,  &c.,  though  in  the  case  of  a  common  person,  proofs  of 
such  issue  might  be  by  vulgar  and  difiused  reputation  of  people 
of  the  same  vill,  or  of  other  manors  or  vills  adjoining^  &c«,  or  of 
the  body  of  the  county ;  yet  in  the  case  of  the  King,  in  such 
issues,  as  to  the  word  reputation,  the  evidence  or  proof  should 
not  be  by  such  vulgar  and  diffused  reputation  of  the  people ;  but 
the  proofe  ought  to  be  by  some  matter  of  record  or  writing,  as 
by  the  express  valuation  of  it,  between  the  prince  and  his  sub- 
ject, in  the  particulars  of  the  purchase ;  or  in  the  surveys  and 
books  of  accounts  of  the  auditors  and  receivers,  bailifis,  and  such 
officers  and  ministers,  always  entered  and  answered  in  the  rolls 
and  books,  as  parcel  of  the  manor ;  otherwise  it  was  not  any 
proof  of  reputation  in  the  case  of  the  King. 

40.  Whenever  the  King  is  misinformed  in  the  nature  of  his 
estate,  so  that  his  intent  cannot  take  effect ;  or  where,  in  a 
King's  grant,  there  is  such  a  misrecital,  false  snrmise,  -or  false 
consideration,  as  to  show  that  the  Crown  was  deceived,  the  grant 
will  be  void. 

41.  King  Henry  VIII.  being  tenant  in  tail  of  the  manor  of 
Abbottesley,  with  the  reversion  to  him,  his  heirs  and  successora, 
gave,  by  his  letters  patent,  the  said  manor  to  Walter  Walshe, 
and  to  the  heirs  male  of  his  body.  The  qnestion  was,  whether 
this  gift  was  good  or  not :  and  it  was  held  that  it  was  void ;  be- 
cause the  King  having  only  an  estate  tail  himself,  could  grant 
only  for  his  own  life,  for  he  could  not  grant  a  greater  estate  than 
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he  had ;  sa  that  being  ignorant  of  the  estate  he  was  entitled  to, 
he  was  deceived  in  granting  it 

42.  If  the  King  grants  an  office  for  life,  and  after  grants  it  in  Curie's  case, 
reversion  to  B.,  which  is  void»  and  afterwards  reciting  the  grant 

to  B.  as  a  good  grant,  he  grants  it  to  commence  after  the  grant 
to  B. ;  the  King  is  deceived  in  this  last  grant,  and  therefore  it  is 
void. 

43.  If  the  King  recites,  that  where  by  letters  patent  the  office  Mead  o. 
of  Marshal  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  granted  to  J.  S.  2  Roll.  Ab. 
for  life;  and  that  the  said  J.  S.  bad  surrendered  it;  and  that  in  ^^^' 
cottsidoration  of  diis  surrender,  the  King  granted  the  office  t6 

J.  D.  for  life.  If  the  office  was  not  in  fact  granted  to  J.  S.,  or  if 
he  did  not  surrender  it,  the  grant  to  J.  D.  will  be  void,  because 
there  were  no  such  considerations  as  were  recited. 

44.  Queen  Elizabeth  having  right  to  present  to  a  living  as  Green's  caae, 
patroness,  by  letters  patent,  granted  the  presentation  ratione  ^  ^^'  ^' 
lapsis:  it  was  held  void,  because  she  was  deceived  as  to  her 

tiUe. 

45.  It  is  laid  down  by  Popham,  that  if  the  Crown  should  let  Mason  v. 
the  manor  of  D.,  quod  quidem  manerium  is  of  the  annual  value  Cro.'j^.'34. 
of  4/.,  where  it  is  not  let  for  such  a  rent,  and  the  rent  or  value  is 
misrecited,  yet  the  lease  would  be  good,  because  there  was  a 
certainty  before ;  and  the  addition  of  quod  qiddem,  &c  was  not    , 
material.     But  if  the  Crown  let  the  manor  of  D.  of  the  annual 

rent  of  4/.,  which  was  intended  to  be  of  such  a  value,  and  was 
let  at  a  greater  rent,  or  appeared  upon  record  to  be  of  a  greater 
value,  it  would  be  void :  because  in  the  first  ease  the  Crown  in- 
tended to  pass  the  mancnr ;  and  the  addition  of  the  quod  quidem^ 
&c.  was  but  to  add  another  certainty :  but  when  it  was  in  one  Aloock  v. 
sentence,  that  it  was  of  such  a  value,  and  that  in  tali  parte  the  5  b^r.  340 
intent  of  the  Crown  appeared  not  to  grant  a  thing  above  such  a 
value^it  was  otherwise. 

46.  In  Bacon's  Abridgment  the  following  exceptions  are  laid  ]^5^P^°i>s- 
down  to  the  above  cases :  **  First,  that  in  the  construction  of  F.  2. 
letters  patent,  every  ftdse  recital  (a)  in  a  part  material  will  not 
vitiate  the  grant,  if  the  King's  intent  sufficiently  appears." 

(a)  [The  King's  grant  mey  be  explained  by  recital,  Lowe  «.  Oovett,  3  Bar.  & 
AdoL  068.] 
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B«z  V.  Episc.  47.  Thus  where  the  King  made  a  grant  to  a  person  as  a  knight, 
1  Loid  Raym.  who  in  fact  was  not  a  knight^  though  the  grant  was  held  void, 
Show.  Pari.  ^^  ^^^  reason,  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  yet  the  judgment 
Ct.  212.  ^^1^  reversed  by  the  House  of  Peers. 

48.  ^'  Secondly,  that  if  the  King  is  not  deceived  by  the  false 
suggestions  of  the  party,  but  only  mistaken  by  his  own  surmises, 
this  will  not  vitiate  his  grant." 
fu.'lU  T!S.  *^*  '^^"B  Charles  II.  granted  the  office  of  searcher  at  Ply- 
mouth to  John  Martin,  durante  bene  placito ;  afterwards  by  other 
letters  patent,  reciting  the  grant  to  Martin,  he  granted  this 
office  to  Fryer  for  life,  to  commence  after  the  death,  surrender, 
or  forfeiture  of  Martin.  Fryer  afterwards  surrendered  his  letters 
patent  to  the  King,  who,  in  consideration  of  the  surrender, 
granted  the  office  to  Henry  Kempe  for  life,  to  commence  after 
the  death,  surrender,  forfeiture,  or  other  determination  of  the 
estate  of  Martin ;  and  afterwards  to  William  Kempe  for  life,  to 
commence  after  the  death,  surrender,  forfeiture,  or  other  deter- 
mination of  the  estates  of  Martin  and  Henry  Kempe. 

Upon  the  death  of  King  Charles  II.  a  sdre  facias  was  sued 
out  to  repeal  these  letters  patent.  Sir  S.  Eyre,  Just  said  it  was 
objected  that  the  King  was  deceived  in  his  grant  to  Fryer, 
which  was  to  commence  after  the  death,  surrender,  or  forfeiture 
of  Martin ;  for  the  estate  of  Martin  being  only  an  estate  at  will, 
it  could  not  be  surrendered  or  forfeited;  because  those  acts, 
which  in  cases  of  other  particular  estates  would  amount  to  a 
forfeiture  or  surrender,  in  case  of  an  estate  at  will,  amounted  to 
a  determination  of  the  will ;  and  therefore  there  could  not  be  a 
surrender  or  forfeiture  of  an  estate  at.  will.  And  in  fact  the 
estate  of  Martin  did  not  determine  by  his  death,  surrender,  or 
forfeiture,  but  by  the  death  of  King  Charles  II. ;  and  therefore 
the  grant  to  Fryer  could  not  take  effect,  because  Martin's  estate 
did  not  determine  by  his  death,  surrender,  or  forfeiture. 

To  answer  which  objections  he  said  that  it  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered, 1.  When  the  King  shall  be  said  to  be  deceived  to  avoid 
his  grant.  2.  In  what  manner  the  grant  of  the  King  should 
take  effect ;  and  what  construction  it  should  have. 

As  to  the  first,  where  the  matter  expressed  to  be  suggested  on 
the  part  of  the  grantee  was  false,  and  to  the  prejudice  of  tlie 
King ;  there  if  the  King  was  deceived,  that  would  avoid  the 
grant.     But  where  the  words  were  the  words  of  the  King,  and 


Titk  XXXIV.  King's  Grant,  s.  49-61.  69 

it  appeared  that  he  had  only  mistaken  the  law ;  there  he  should 
not  be  said  to  be  deceived,  to  the  avoidance  of  the  grant :  as  if 
there  was  an  estate  in  esse  not  recited ;  or  when  the  grant  was 
recited  to  be  of  less  value  than  it  actually  was,  by  the  sugges- 
tion of  the  party ;  there  the  King  was  deceived,  and  the  grant 
should  be  void.  For,  in  the  first  case,  the  intent  of  the  King 
was  to  grant  an  estate  to  take  effect  in  possession,  which  intent 
could  not  take  effect,  because  there  was  an  estate  before  in  esse, 
not  recited.  In  the  second  case,  if  the  grant  were  good,  the 
King  would  grant  more  than  he  had  designed  to  do.  But  if  the 
King  was  not  deceived  in  his  consideration,  nor  otherwise  to 
his  prejudice,  but  his  intent  was  to  pass  the  lands,  only  he^ 
was  deceived  in  the  law,  nevertheless  his  grant  should  be  good. 

2.  In  what  manner  the  letters  patent  of  the  King  should  be 
construed,  when  he  was  mistaken  in  his  own  words  and  affirma- 
tion. And  he  said  that  it  was  a  rule  in  law,  that  where  the 
King  was  not  deceived  by  the  suggestion  of  the  party ;  and  it 
appeared  by  the  letters  patent,  that  the  intent  of  the  King  was, 
that  the  patentee  should  take;  such  construction  should  be 
made,  that  the  grant  should  not  be  void. 

To  apply  this  to  the  case.  In  the  letters  patent  to  Fryer,  the 
King  was  not  deceived,  for  the  precedent  letters  patent  were 
truly  recited,  and  the  suggestion  was  true ;  and  the  intent  of 
the  King  was,  that  Fryer  should  take  by  these  patents ;  and 
therefore  such  a  construction  ought  to  be  made,  as  that  the 
grant  might  take  effect. 

Lord  Holt  concurred,  and  judgment  was  given  that  the  letters 
patent  were  good. 

60.  ''Thirdly,  that  though  the  King  mistakes, either  in  matter 
of  law  or  fact,  yet  if  this  is  not  any  part  of  the  consideration  of 
the  grant,  it  will  not  vitiate  it." 

61.  King  Henry  VII.  granted  to  Lord  Chandos  a  manor  in  ^''""J'^.. 
tail ;  and  the  same  King,  by  other  letters  patent,  reciting  the 

former  grant,  and  that  the  said  Lord  Chandos  had  surrendered 
the  same  to  be  cancelled,  and  that  the  same  had  been  cancelled, 
by  reason  whereof  tlie  King  was  seised  in  fee ;  did  grant  the 
said  manor  to  Lord  Chandos  and  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  Lord 
Chandos. 

It  was  contended  that  the  second  grant  was  void. — 1.  Be- 
cause the  estate  tail  was  not  recited  as  an  estate  tail  continuing, 


See  5  Price. 
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whereupon  the  levorsion  might  be  gimnted,  bat  as  an  estate  tail 
dfltermined ;  and  therefore  the  King  graotad  it  as  a  thing  in  po«- 
■easion,  when  in  troth  he  had  but  ■  rereraion,  expectant  on  an 
estate  tail.  2.  Because  the  King  was  deceived  in  his  grant ;  for 
the  King  by  the  snggestion  of  the  party,  thought  that  by  the 
surrender  of  the  first  letters  patent,  the  estate  tail. was  defeated 
and  determined,  by  reason  of  which  the  King  became  seised  in 
fee,  in  which  the  King  was  deceived.  3.  Because  the  King  was 
deceived  in  the  estate  he  granted ;  for  he  intended  to  grant  an 
estate  in  fee  in  possession,  and  not  a  reveraioa  expectant  on  an 
estate  tail. 

After  great  deliberation,  it  was  resolved  that  the  reversion 
passed.  And  as  to  the  said  three  objections,  it  was  considered  how 
much  of  the  said  recital  was  the  suggestion  of  the  party,  and  how 
much  the  affirmation  of  the  King  himself.  And  it  was  held  that 
the  recital  of  the  estate  tail,  and  that  the  patentee  had  surren- 
dered, were,  in  judgment  of  law,  the  information  and  su^estion 
of  the  party;  but  the  clause  that  the  King  was  seised  in  fee,  was 
the  conclusion  of  the  King  himself,  in  which  he  mistook  the 
law.  Also  the  party  informed  Uie  King  that  he  had  delivered 
np  the  letters  patent  to  be  cancelled,  upon  which  the  King 
affirmed  that  they  were  cancelled  :  that  was  not  the  affirmation 
of  the  party  but  of  the  King;  and  the  affirmation  of  the  King, 
on  the  information  of  the  party,  when  it  was  not  made  any  part 
of  the  consideration,  should  not  avoid  his  grant.  And  it  was 
not  like  the  case  of  Alton  Woods ;  for  there  the  King  was  not 
informed  of  bis  tme  estate,  and  his  grant  could  not  take  efiect, 
without  fraction  of  estates,  or  wrong  done. 

62.  "  Fourthly,  that  the  words  er  cerlA  identiA  et  twro  motu, 
in  the  King's  charters  and  letters  patent,  do  occasion  them  to 
be  taken  in  the  most  benign  and  liberal  sense,  according  to  the 
intent  of  the  King,  expressed  in  his  grant." 

63.  It  has  been  stated  that  royal  mines  do  not  pass  l^  a 
grant  of  all  mines,  minerals,  &,c.  But  Lord  Chief  Justice  Dyer 
has  said,  that  if  the  Crown  has  a  mioe  royal  in  the  soil  of  J.  S. 
and  grants,  ex  graliA  speaaH,  certA  tdeiili&  et  mero  Siolu,  all  mines 
in  the  lands  of  J.  &„  the  mine  royal  shall  pass;  for  else  the 
words  would  be  void  and  without  effect;  because  the  Crown 
cannot  have  a  base  mine  in  the  soil  of  another :  and  therefore 
when  the  Crown  says,  er  eer4&  ickntii,  and  recites  that  it  is  in 
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the  soil  of  another,  it  shall  not  be  taken  to  be  misconusant  of  the 
thing. 

64.  There  are,  howeveri  several  cases  in  which  the  words  ex 
certa  scientid  et  tnero  motu  were  not  held  sufficient  to  establish 
the  King's  grant,  as  in  Lord  Lovel's  case,  which  has   been  Ante,  s.  30. 
already  stated. 

66.  So  where  King  Henry  VII.  being  seised  of  two  manora,  i  R«p.  46  a. 
Ryton  and  Condor,  granted  ex  certd  scientia  et  mero  motu  totum 

illud  manerium  de  Ryton  8^  Condor,  cum  pertinen*,  in  com'  Sa- 
lopi4R ;  it  was  held  that  the  grant  was  void,  for  the  King  was 
deceived. 

56.  In  the  same  manner  where  Queen  Elizabeth,  being  seised  Id.  46  b. 
of  the  manors  of  Milburn  and  Sapperton,  in  the  county  of  Lin- 
coln, granted,  ex  certd  scientia,  8fc.  totum  illud  manerium  de  Mil" 
bom  cum  Sapperton,  in  com*  Lincoln' ;  it  was  held  that  neither  of 
them  passed. 

67.  '^  Fifthly,  that  though  in  some  cases  general  words  of 
a  grant  may  be  qualified  by  the  recital,  yet  if  the  King's  intent 

is  plainly  expressed  in  the  granting  part  it  shall  enure  according  10  Rep.  65  b. 
to  that,  and  is  not  to  be  restrained  by  the  recital." 

58.  In  Bozoun's  case,  26  and  27  Eliz.,  it  wa*  held  that  a  4  Rep.  34. 
clause  of  non  obstante  would  supply  the  defect  of  a  misrecital; 
and  this  doctrine  was  confirmed  in  the  following  case. 

69.  King  Henry  VIII.  granted  the  manor  of  Sherborn,  in  the  Att.-Gen.  v. 
county  of  York;  and  then  followed  these  words:  ''  all  which  are  Hard.  231. 
of  such  a  yearly  value  as  is  expressed  in  such  a  particular,"  with 
a  non  obstmite  of  any  misrecital  of  the  true  value,  or  that,  they 
wese  of  greater  value.    The  value  was  not  truly  expressed  in  the 
particular. 

Lord  Chief  Baron  Hale  held  the  grant  good.  He  said  that 
the  reason  why  a  mistake  in  the  consideration,  or  in  the  King's 
title,  or  the  non-recital  of  an  estate,  or  lease  in  being,  shall  vi- 
tiate the  King's  patent,  was,  because  by  his  prerogative  he  ought 
to  be  truly  informed  of  his  case ;  but  It  was  otherwise  in  the  case 
of  a  common  person,  whose  grant  was  to  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  himself;  azul  here  the  non  obstante  aided  those  defects,  Holland  v. 
and  it  was  the  proper  office  of  a  non  obstante  to  do  so,  as  ap-  sir o.Bndg. 
peared  in  Bozoun's  case.  ^' 
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CHAP.  I.    . 
Origin  and  Nature  of  Pines,  (a) 

Sect.  1.  Origin  qf  Fines.  I  Sect.  11.  Taken  from  the  Rotnan  Law. 

7.  Deecnpiian  qf.  \  14.  When  first  introdaced. 

Section  I. 

When  landed  property  first  became  the  subject  of  alienation,  it  origin  of  finet, 
was  found  necessary  to  adopt  some  authentic  mode  of  transfer, 

(ii)  [By  the  recent  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.74.  fines  and  recoyeries  are  abolished 
from  the  3l8t  day  of  December  1833,  (in  reference  to  lands  in  England),  and  more 
simple  modes  of  assarance  substituted,  fiy  the  92d  section  it  is  declared  that  the  act 
shall  not  extend  to  Ireland,  except  where  the  same  is  specially  named.  This  occurs  in 
s.  1..  respecting  money  directed  to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  land  ;  and  in  sections 
71  to  76  inclusive,  as  to  money  to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  land  to  be  entailed. 
Fines  and  recoveries,  therefore,  may  stiU  be  levied  and  suflfered  of  lands  in  Ireland. 
A  bill,  however,  is  now  in  progress  through  Parliament  for  abolishing  fines  and  re- 
coveries in  Ireland,  and  for  substituting  more  simple  modes  of  assurance,  and  which,  if 
it  should  pass  in  the  present  session,  vrill  be  noticed  in  the  Appendix  to  this  volume. 
The  proposed  act  is  nearly  a  transcript  (mutatis  mutandii)  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4. 
c.  74.,  with  the  omission  of  those  clauses  of  the  latter  act  which  relate  to  lands  of  tenures 
not  existing  in  Ireland.  Assuming,  therefore,  that  the  proposed  bill  shall  pass,  still 
as  the  title  to  landed  estates  in  England  will,  probably  for  the  next  century,  involve  the 
learning  of  fines  and  recoveries,  the  student  cannot  be  advised  to  dispense  with  the 
careful  investigation  of  this  interesting  branch  of  the  law  of  real  property.  For  the 
above  reason  the  Editor  has  not  felt  himself  at  liberty  to  curtail  any  part  of  the  Author's 
Treatise  on  Fines  and  Recoveries,  which  has  long  and  deservedly  been  esteemed  one  of 
the  most  valuable  portions  of  his  Digest] 
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which  might  secure  the  posaession,  and  evince  the  title  of  the 
purchaser. 

By  the  ancient  common  law,  a  charter  of  feoffment  was  in 
Tit.  32.  c.  4.  general  the  only  written  instrument  whereby  lands  were  trans- 
ferred or  conveyed.  But  although  this  assurance  derived  great 
authenticity  from  the  number  of  witnesses  by  whom  it  was 
usually  attested,  and  the  solemn  and  public  manner  in  which 
livery  of  seisin  was  given  upon  it,  yet  still  it  may  be  supposed 
that  inconveniences  would  frequently  arise,  either  from  the  loss 
of  the  charter  itself,  or  from  the  difficulty  of  proving  it  after  a 
lapse  of  years.  These  circumstances  probably  induced  men  to 
look  out  for  some  other  species  of  assurance,  which  should  be 
more  solemn,  more  lasting,  and  more  easily  proved,  than  a  charter 
of  feoffment. 

2.  Experience  must  soon  have  discovered  that  no  title  could 
be  so  secure  and  notorious,  as  that  which  had  been  questioned 
by  an  adverse  party,  and  confirmed  by  the  determination  of  a 
court  of  justice;  and  the  ingenuity  of  mankind  soon  found 
out  a  method  of  deriving  the  same  advantage  from  a  fictitious 
process. 

To  effect  this  purpose  the  following  plan  was  adopted :  a  suit 
was  commenced  concerning  the  lands  intended  to  be  conveyed, 
and  when  the  writ  was  sued  out,  and  the  parties  appeared  in 
court,  a  composition  of  the  suit  was  entered  into,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  Judges,  whereby  the  lands  in  question  were  declared 
to  be  the  right  of  one  of  the  contending  parties. 

3.  This  agreement  being  reduced  into  writing,  was  enrolled 
among  the  records  of  the  Court,  where  it  was  preserved  by  the 
proper  officer,  by  which  means  it  was  not  so  liable  to  be  lost  (a) 
or  defaced  as  a  charter  of  feoffment ;  and  being  a  record,  would 
at  all  times  prove  itself.  It  had  also  another  advantage,  that 
being  substituted  in  the  place  of  the  sentence  which  would  have 
been  given,  in  case  the  suit  had  not  been  compounded,  it  was 
held  to  be  of  the  same  nature  and  of  equal  force,  with  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Court. 

^  M^"  **^'  ^'         ^*  W*^°  ^^*s  species  of  agreement  was  completed,  a  writ 


Bncton,  256  a. 


(u)  There  is  a  record  of  a  fine  in  Dugdale's  Origines  JuridiciaUs,  p.  92,  dated  28 
Hen.  2.,  which  is  expressly  mentioned  to  have  been  leyied,  because  the  charter  of 
feoffment,  by  which  the  lands  had  been  conveyed,  was  lost. — A'dte  U  former  edition. 
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issued  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  the  lands  lay,  in  the 
same  fonn  as  if  a  judgment  had  been  obtained  in  an  adversary 
sait^  directing  him  to  deliver  seisin  and  possession  to  the  person 
who  thus  acquired  the  lands. 

5.  The  form  which  was  first  adopted  in  this  assurance  has 
continued  ever  since.  To  show  the  tenor  thereof,  and  the  dif>- 
ference  between  it  and  the  charters  which  were  then  in  use,  it 
shall  be  here  transcribed  from  Glanville.  Lib.  8.  c. 2. ' 

Hac  est  Jinalis  concordia  facta  in  curia  domini  regis  apud 
Westmonasterium,  in  vigiUd  beati  Petri  apostoli,  anno  rtgni  regis 
Henrici  secundi,  tricesimo  tertio,  coram  Ranulpho  de  Glanui/le, 
justiciario  domini  regis,  et  coram  H.  R.  W.  et  T.  et  aUis  Jidelibus 
domini  regis  qui  ibi  tunc  aderunt,  inter  priorem  et  fralres  hospitalis 
Hierusalemet  W.  T,  JUium  Normanum  et  Alamimjilium  suum, 
quern  ipse  attomavit  in  curid  domini  regis  ad  lucrandum  et  per- 
dendum,  de  totd  terrd  ilia  et  de  pertinentOs  de  qud  terra  totd 
pladtum  fuit  inter  eos  in  curid  domini  regis :  scilicet,  quod  pradictus 
W.  et  Alanus  concedunt  et  iestantur  donationem  quam  Normanus  . 
pater  ipsius  W,  ipsis  inde  fecit,  et  illam  terram  totam  quietam 
clamant  de  se  et  hisredibus  suis  domus  hospitalis  et  prefato  priori  et 
fratribus,  in  perpetuum  et  per  liberum  servitium  quatuor  denari^ 
orumper  annum  pro  omni  servitio,  et  pro  hac  concessione  et  testifi-- 
catione  et  quietd  clamantid  prefatus  prior  et  fraires  hospitalis  de^ 
derunt  ipsi  Wilhelmo  et  Alano  centum  sotidos  sterlingorum, 

6.  This  assurance  was  called  finis,  or  Jinalis  concordia,  from 
the  words  with  which  it  begins ;  and  also  from  its  effect,  which 

is  to  put  a  final  end  to  all  suits  and  contentions.    Thus  Gian«  Lib.  8.  c.  3. 
ville  says — Et  nota  quod  didtur  talis  concordia  fnalis,  eo  quod 
finem  imponit  negotio,  adeo  ut  neuter  litigantium  ab  ed  de  cetero 
poterit  recedere ;  and  Bracton  says — Finis  est  extrendtas  unius--  435  b. 
cujusque  rei,  et  ideo  didtur  Jinalis  concordia,  quia  imponit  fnem 
litibus. 

7.  A  fine  may  therefore  be  described  to  be  an  amicable  agree-  Description  of. 
ment    or   composition   of  a   suit,  whether   real   or  fictitious, 
between  the  demandant  and  tenant,  with  the  consent  of  the 

Judges,  and  enrolled  among  the  records  of  the  court  where  the 
suit  is  commenced,  by  which  lands  and  tenements  are  transferred 
from  one  person  to  another ;  or  any  other  settlement  is  made 
respecting  them. 

8.  To  this  mode  of  transferring  estates  of  freehold,   the 
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Form.  Angl. 
Dissert.  8. 16. 


Taken  from  the 
Roman  law. 
Coweirs  Diet. 
Fine. 


Voet.  Com. 
Juris.  51, 


Bract.  310  a. 
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Prol.&Lib.?. 
c.  1.  and  Sel- 
den  ad  Fletam. 
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ceremony  of  livery  of  seisin  is  unnecessary :  not  because  the 
supposition  and  acknowledgment  thereof  in  a  court  of  record 
induces  an  equal  notoriety ,  for  in  ancient  fines  no  such  acknow- 
ledgment is  made,  but  because  lands  acquired  in  this  maimer 
were  supposed  to  be  recovered  by  sentence  of  a  court  of  justice ; 
and  the  possession  was  delivered  by  the  sheriff,  in  pursuance  of 
a  writ  directed  to  him  for  that  purpose ;  which  was  equal  in 
point  of  notoriety  to  the  ceremony  of  livery  of  seisin. 

9.  A  fine  was,  from  its  first  institution^  more  highly  favoured 
and  protected  by  the  law,  than  any  other  kind  of  assurance  ;  for 
if  either  of  the  parties  refused  to  adhere  to  it,  there  was  a 
particular  writ,  by  which  they  were  compelled  to  appear>  <^Ued 
querela  de  fine  facto  in  curiA  domini  regi$.  And  if  the  fine  was 
proved  to  have  been  duly  levied^  then  the  party  who  refused  to 
adhere  to  it  was  attached,  till  he  found  sufficient  security  for  his 
compliance. 

10.  In  some  cases,  however,  the  civil  authority  appears  to 
have  been  insufficient  for  this  purpose.  Thus  Mr.  Madox  has 
transcribed  a  record,  from  which  it  appears  that  Julian  De 
Swadefield  fined  to  King  John  in  100  marks  and  six  palfreys^ 
per  sic  quod  finis  f actus  per  cyrograpkumy  et  per  finerndstellii 
inter  ipsum  et  Wilhelmum  de  Curton^  de  feodo  wnius  mUitis  tt 
dimidii  cum  pertin^  in  EiHngeham^  coram  justiciarOSf  ttneatur. 

]  1.  The  idea  of  a  fine  appears  to  have  been  originally  taken 
from  the  Transactio  of  the  Roman  law,  which  was  an  accom- 
modation of  a  suit  already  commenced,  or  an  agreement  re- 
specting some  doubtful  matter,  that  would  otherwise  become  th^ 
subject  of  a  suit ;  and  is  thus  described  by  an  eminent  writer  on 
the  civil  law — Transactio  est,  super  re  dubia,  aut  lite  incerta^  conr 
ventio  nongratuita^  aliquo  dato,  retento,  velpromisso^ 

1 2.  Although  no  modern  writer  on  Uie  English  law  has  taken 
notice  of  this  circumstance,  yet  the  definition  of  a  fine  given  by 
Bracton  seems  to  be  a  proof  of  it — Concordia  inforo  seculari  idem 
est  quod  transaction  ettst  transaction  de  re  dubia  et  lite  imcerta  aliquo 
dato,  velpromisso,  vel retento,  a  lite  transactio.  From  the  similarity 
of  these  definitions,  it  appears  clearly  that  the  English  lawyer 
copied  from  the  Roman.  Nor  should  it  appear  extraordinary, 
that  we  are  indebted  to  the  civil  law  for  the  most  useful  species 
of  assurance,  when  we  consider  how   much   our  first  writers, 
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GianviHe  and  Bracton,  have  borrowed  from  Justinian's  code; 
although  some  of  the  more  modern  authors  appear  either  to  have 
beea  ignorant  of  the  obligations  we  owe  to  the  Romans  in  this 
respect,  or,  from  a  mistaken  pride,  to  have  been  extremely  un- 
willing 4o  acknowledge  them.  Lord  Coke,  however,  appears  to  i  lost-  ^62  a. 
haTe  been  acquainted  with  the  origin  of  fines;  for,  speaking  of 
the  etymology  of  the  word  fine,  he  says — '*  And  the  civilians  call 
this  judicial  coiicord,  tramactionemjudidalem  de  re  immobili." 

13.  The  word  Jinis  appears  to  have  been  used  upon  the  Con* 
tinent,  as  synonymous  to  transactio,  in  the  twelfth  century ;  of 
which  several  charters,  published  by  Muratori,  afford  proof.    A 

part  of  one  of   them   shall   be   transcribed. — Transactio  inter  Antiq.  Med. 
Gerardum  comitem,  i^c.  atque  Attonum  archiepiscopum  Pisanum,  449*      *  * 
anno  1121.     In  Eterni  Dei  nondne.  Amen.     Breve  recordationis  W«  463.  487. 
qualiter  Gerardus  Comes,  S^cjinem  fecit  et  transactionem  Gratiano 
vicedomino  ad  partem  ecclesia  archiepiscopatus  Sancte  Marie  et  Vice 
Attoni  efusdem  ecclesie  archiepiscopo,  S^c.  de  quinque  partibus  tn- 
t^ri$  de  Curte  de  Bellora,  i^c. 

14.  It  has  been  a  favourite  topic  with  our  lawyers,  to  enlarge  whenfint  in- 
on  the  antiquity  of  fines.    Some  have  carried  this  idea  so  far  as  co.  Read. 
to  insist,  that  they  were  coeval  with  the  first  rudiments  of  the  ^  Plo^d-  368. 
common  law,  and  formed  an  original  assurance.    Others  have 
contended,  that  fines  were  well  known  in  this  kingdom  before 

the  Norman  conquest,  (a)    But  if  it  be  admitted  that  the  first 

idea  of  a  fine  was  derived  from  the  Roman  jurisprudence,  and  we 

trust  this  fact  has  been  fully  proved,  it  will  follow  that  fines 

could  not  possibly  have  been  known  in  England  until  some  time 

after  the  year  1 130,  when  a  copy  of  the  Pandects  was  found  at 

Amalphi,  in  Italy.      In  consequence  of  which  discovery,  the 

study  of  the  Roman  law  spread  with  uncommon  rapidity  over 

all  Europe,  not  excepting  this  island,  in  which  Roger,  surnamed  Selden  ad  Fie- 

Vacarius,  who  was  brought  over  here  by  Theobald,  a  Norman    *"'  «••»•• 

abbot,  elected  to  the  see  of  Canterbury  in  the  year  1 147,  read 

public  lectures  at  Oxford  on  the  Roman  law. 

15.  As  a  further  proof  of  this  assertion,  it  may  be  observed,  orig.  Jur.92. 

Form.  Ang. 
(a)  It  was  not  unusual,  in  the  Anglo-Saxon  times,  for  persons  to  execute  contracts  in   Dissert,  s,  15. 

the  county-court,  where  they  were  witnessed  -,  of  which  Hickes,  in  his  Dtstertatio 
Epistolaris,  p.  29,  30,  published  with  the  Thetaurus  Linguarum  Septentrionaliutn,  has 
prodooed  two  instances ',  but  they  bear  no  sort  of  resemblance  to  fines. — Nott  to  fonmr 
sdttiom. 

F  2 
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that  Dugdale  and  Madox^  two  of  the  most  diligent  and  learned 
inquirers  into  our  ancient  records  and  charters,  have  acknow- 
ledged that  they  could  not  discover  any  traces  of  fines  in  this 
country  before  the  time  of  Henry  II.,  who  ascended  the  throne 
in  1166;  that  is,  thirty-four  years  after  the  introduction  of  the 
Roman  jurisprudence.  So  that  there  can  scarce  remain  a  doubt 
but  that  fines  were  first  introduced  into  England  during  the  reign 
of  King  Stephen,  or  that  of  his  immediate  successor,  King 
Henry  IL,  and  that  we  are  indebted  to  Justinian's  code  for  this 
assurance. 
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CHAP.  II. 
Manner  of  levying  lines. 


8acT.    1.  Mmmer  iffUv^tng  Fines. 
9.  Ongimd  WrU. 
19.  LictuHa  Cotie^rdandi. 
80.  King'e  Satfer. 
27.  Ridet  ^f  Cwri  md  SMtUes 

on  Hub  SM^eet. 
SO.  Concord. 

4S.  Sinuiar  to  a  Judgment. 
61.  Note. 

n.  Foot  or  Ckirogrt^. 
69.  Aa  the  Proeadinge  on  Fme$ 

wtiut  be  recorded. 


Sect.  08.  No  Averment  agdimct  the 
Record  ^  a  Fine. 

06.  ExcepHon. 

00.  Motionc  to  preveni  Finee 
/rompoMitng. 

09.  Felony  to  acknowledge  a 
Fine  in  the  Name  ^  an- 
other. 

70.  When  a  Fine  ie  computed. 

74.  When  U  begine  to  operate. 

80.  ProclamaHone. 


Section  L 

There  is  some  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  manner  in  which  Munerof 
fines  were  originally  levied^  on  account  of  the  paucity  of  mate-  ^^"S^**^ 
rials  for  such  an  inquiry ;  for  except  what  is  to  be  found  in  the 
Dissertation  which  Madox  has  prefixed  to  his  collection  of  An- 
cient Charters,  and  the  few  observations  made  by  Dugdale  on 
this  subject  in  his  Origmes  Juridiciaks,  nothing  has  been  col- 
lected by  our  law  writers,  or  antiquaries. 

2.  Glanville  describes  a  fine  to  be  an  accommodation  of  a  Lib.8.c.  i. 
plaeUum,  or  suit  actually  commenced.     Coniingit  autem  multoties 
hquelas  motas  in  curiA  domini  regis  per  andcabUem  compositionem 
ei  finaUm  concordiam  terminari,  sed  ex  consensu  et  Ucentid  domini 
regis,  vel  efus  justiciariorum,  undeounque  Jverit  pladtum,  sive  de 
ierrd,  sive  de  aU&  re.    It  even  appears,  that  so  early  as  the  reign 
of  Henry  III.  there  was  a  particular  p/iiciVunt  adapted  to  the  pur-  ^ 
pose  of  levying  a  fine.    Thus  Madox  has  transcribed  a  fine  levied 
in  27  Hen.  III.,  between  Ranulph,  abbot  of  Ramsey,  and  Mathew  Fofm.  Angi. 
de  Layham : — Unde  piadium  finis  fucti  summoniiumfuii  hUer  eos, 
m  eAdem  curid. 
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3.  Madox  seems,  however,  to  have  thought  that  a  fine  was 
not  originally  an  accommodation  of  a  suit  in  the  strict  sense  of 
the  word ;  because  in  some  of  the  most  ancient  fines  extant,  no 
original  writ  appears  to  have  been  sued  out,  nor  any  process 
used,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  parties  before  the  court ; 
but  they  themselves  having  accommodated  the  matters  in  dis- 
^*^*  ^2.c.  1.  pute,  and  drawn  up  an  agreement  in  writing  called  a  chirogra- 
phum,  which  signified  a  deed  of  two  parts,  written  on  the  same 
slieet  of  paper  or  parchment ;  they  then  appeared  in  a  court  of 
justice,  where  they  acknowledged  it  as  their  agreement,  and  mu- 
tually set  their  seals  to  it ;  and  upon  payment  of  a  certain  fine, 
it  was  enrolled  among  the  records  of  the  court,  or  else  the  parties 
entered  into  an  agreement  in  court,  where  it  was  immediately 
reduced  into  the  form  of  a  chirographum,  and  recorded,  and  a 
copy  delivered  to  each  of  the  parties. 
Year  Book,  4.  This  idea  is  confirmed  by  the  opinion  of  the  judges  in  the 

fo.  4.  n.'e/        Abbot  of  Merton's  case,  who  said  that  a  fine  was  nothing  more 
°*  than  a  covenant  between  the  parties,  recorded  by  the  justices ; 

and  if  it  were  before  justices  of  record,  the  parties  being  present, 
it  was  sufficient,  for  the  writ  was  sued  out  only  to  make  the 
parties  appear;  and  if  they  were  present,  and  would  appear 
gratis,  it  was  unnecessary  to  sue  out  a  writ,  but  they  might 
make  a  final  covenant  by  record ;  frbm  whence  it  may  be  con- 
tended, that  fines  were  at  first  exactly  similar  to  the  agreements 
which,  in  the  time  of  the  Anglo-Saxons,  were  entered  into  in  the 
county  courts.  But  a  fine  differs  from  those  agreements  in  two 
very  material  circumstances ;  first,  nothing  appears  to  have  been 
paid  for  permission  to  enter  into  such  an  agreement ;  and  se- 
condly, it  was  not  enrolled  in  the  records  of  the  Court.  It  may 
also  be  observed,  that  this  mode  of  levying  a  fine,  without  an 
original  writ,  agrees  exactly  with  the  transactio  of  the  civil  law, 
which  was  not  always  an  accommodation  of  a  suit  actually  oomt- 
menced ;  but  an  agreement  relating  to  some  doubtful  matter, 
which  must  otherwise  have  become  the  subject  of  litigation. 
yinn.  Tract,  de  Objectum  siv€  materia  transactionis  sunt  res  dubia  vel  lii^iosa,  de 
D.  1.  quibus  scilicet  vel  nunc  lis  fit  vel  in  Juturum  esse  possit,  aui  meiu- 

atur ;  nam  litem  motam  esse,  mkil  necesse  est. 

5.  The  observation  of  the  Judges  in  the  Abbot  of  Merton's 
case  may  also  be  accounted  for  on  another  principle  :  an  original 
writ  was  not  absolutely  necessary  in  Bracton's  time  to  the  com- 
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tnenoemeiit  of  a  sai|^  for  if  the  defendant  would  appear  in  Court 

without  a  writ,  the  Judgiea  might  notwithstanding  proceed  in  the 

suit      Tot  erunii  formula  irevium  quot  sunt  genera  actionum  Bract  413  b. 

quia  mm  poiest  quia  sine  brevi  agere^  cum  nan  teneatur  alius  sine 

breui  respendere^  nisi  gratis  voluerit,  et  ex  hoc  ei  non  ijyuriatur, 

cum  sdenti  et  wilenti  non  fit  iigwna. 

6.  The  law  was  however  soon  altered  in  this  respecti  for  when 
¥leta  wrote,  an  original  writ  was  become  absolutely  necessary. 
Thus,  in  speaking  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  author 
BBcy%r^Habet  eiiam  curiam  suam  et  justiciarios  suos  resiekntes,  qui  Lib.  2.  c.  34. 
omms  recordum  habent  in  his  qua  coram  eis  fuerint  pladlata,  et 

qui  potestgiem  habent  de  omnibus  plaeitis  et  actionU^us,  realibus, 
et  personaiibuSf  et  mixtis ;  dum  tamen  warrantum  per  breve  regis 
habuerint  cognoscendi,  nam  sine  warranto,  jurisdictionem  non  ha- 
bent, neque  cohertionem. 

7.  The  modern  manner  of  levying  fines  [previously  to  the  late 
act,  3  &4  Will. 4. e,  74,  by  which  they  were  abolished]  was  settled 
by  the  statute  De  modo  levandi  fines,  18  Edw.  1.,  by  which  it 
was  enacted  that  no  fine  should  thenceforth  be  levied,  unless 
upon  a  suit  actually  commenced  in  the  usual  way ;  so  that  a 
fine  then  became  an  accommodation  of  a  suit  in  the  most  strict 
and  technical  senqe ;  and  since  that  act,  no  material  alteration  has 
been  made  in  the  manner  of  levying  fines. 

8.  A  fine  consisted  of  five  parts.  I.  The  original  writ.  II.  The 
Ucentia  amcardandu  III.  The  concord.  IV.  The  note.  V.  The 
foot,  chirograph  or  indenture. 

9«  When  the  parties  had  agreed  to  levy  a  fine,  the  person  to  original  writ. 
whom  the  land  was  to  be  conveyed  commenced  a  suit  at  law 
against  the  tenant,  by  suing  out  a  writ  of  covenant  against  him, 
the  foundation  of  which  was  a  supposed  agreement  or  covenant, 
that  the  tenant  should  convey  the  land  to  the  demandant,  on  the 
breach  of  which  the  suit  was  brought  Now  as  no  suit  can  be 
commenced  in  any  of  the  courts  of  common  law  without  an  ori- 
ginal writ,  and  a  fine  being  a  friendly  composition  of  a  suit  ac- 
toaily  commenced,  it  followed,  that  no  fine  could  be  levied 
without  ao  original  writ;  and  the  statute  De  modo  levandi  fines 
expressly  says,  '^  That  the  order  of  the  common  law  will  not 
suffer  a  fine  to  be  levied  in  the  King's  Court  without  an  original." 
If,  however,  the  Judges  permitted  a  fine  to  be  levied  without  an  Co.  Read,  a.  lo. 
original  writ,  it  was  not  absolutely  void,  but  only  voidable. 
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6  Rep.  39  a.  10.  A  fine  might  be  levied  on  every  writ  by  which  lands  might 

Holt',  322.         be  demanded,  charged,  or  bound,  or  which  in  any  sort  concerned 

lands  ;  such  as  a  writ  of  mesne,  warrantia  charta  de  consuttudinir 
bus  et  servitiis,  S^c.    A  fine  might  also  be  levied  of  an  advowson^ 

DiwIVflf!'       ^°  *  ^^^^  ^^  ^S^^  ^^  advowson,  of  which  Madox  has  given  aa 

instance  of  great  antiquity.  But  a  fine  could  not  be  levied  oa 
an  original  in  a  personal  action. 

Ac?*25****  1 1.  The  writ  on  which  fines  were  usually  levied  was  a  writ  of 

covenant,  which  was  in  the  realty,  and  lay  where  a  man  cove- 
nanted to  levy  a  fine  to  some  other  person,  of  his  lands  and  te- 

Fitx.  N.B.  146.  nements.    The  form  of  the  writ  is  thus — Pracipe  A.  quod  teneat 

JB.  conventionem  inter  eosfactam  de  manerio,  8^c.  et  nisifi^c*  And 
where  the  lands  of  which  a  fine  was  intended  to  be  levied  were 
situate  in  different  counties,  there  must  have  been  a  writ  of  co- 
venant for  each  county. 

12.  Fifteen  days  must  have  been  given  between  the  teste  and 
the  return  of  a  writ  of  covenant ;  and  the  teste  must  not  have 
been  on  a  Sunday,  or  any  day  that  was  not  dies  juridicus. 

Booth'  247  ^^*  ^^  suing  out  a  writ  of  covenant,  there  was  a  fine  due  to 

the  King,  called  the  primer  Jine;  for  in  every  real  action  for 
lands  and  tenements,  above  the  yearly  value  of  five  marks,  there 
was  due  a  fine  of  6s.  8d-  for  every  five  marks  of  the  yearly  value 
of  the  land,  upon  the  original  in  the  Hanaper  Office. 

l>on«  »•      .  14.  Where  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  the  lands  lay 

Smetbierand  ''  ^ 

Lttgh,  Cro.       was  a  party  to  the  fine,  the  wnt  ought  to  have  been  directed  to 
w.' Jonas,  373.   ^^^  coroner ;  for  though  the  sheriff  is  in  general  the  proper  officer 

to  execute  all  writs,  yet  where  the  writ  was  brought  against  him- 
self, it  was  the  practice,  in  order  to  prevent  partiality,  to  direct  the 
writ  to  the  coroner,  with  this  clause — Quia  pradicttu  A.  B.,  est 
vicecomes  catnitatus  D.Jiat  executio  brevispradict,per  coronatorem  ; 
ita  quod  vicecomes  non  se  intromittat. 
??•  ^^«\^*         15.  If  an  original  writ  were  countermanded  by  a  retraxit,  a  fine 

Host.  352  b.         o  ,  7, 

Bit).  Ab.  Tit  afterwards  could  not  be  levied  on  it.  Thus,  in  an  assize,  the 
><»»  P  •  •  plaintiff  appeared  and  made  a  retraxit ;  afterwards  the  Judges 
recorded  an  agreement  between  the  parties,  in  the  nature  of  a 
fine ;  and,  by  the  better  opinion,  it  was  void,  et  coram  wmjudice; 
because  when  the  agreement  was  made,  there  was  no  suit  de- 
pending, the  writ  being  determined  by  the  retraxit. 

16.  Formerly,  if  the  King  had  died  after  the  purchase  of  the 
original  writ,  the  parties  could  not  proceed  to  levy  a  fine  on  it. 
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becaoae  it  was  abated.  But  now  it  is  otherwise ;  for  by  the  sta- 
tute 1  Ann.  c.  8.  s.  5.  no  original  writ,  process,  or  proceedings 
wbatsoeveri  shall  abate  by  the  death  of  any  King  or  Queen. 

17.  As  the  parties  were  not  supposed  to  appear  before  the  re- 
turn day  of  the  writ  of  covenant,  it  followed  that  no  agreement 
could  take  place  between  them  until  that  period  ;  and,  therefore, 
if  any  of  the  parties  died  before  the  return  day  of  the  writ  of  co- 
tenant,  the  fine  would  be  void* 

18.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  reverse  a  fine  levied  by  hus-  Wneht «. 
band  and  wife ;  and  the  error  assigned  was,  that  the  writ  of  co-  Eiiz.  468.' 
veaant  upon  which  the  fine  was  levied  bore  teste  the  10th  of 
August,  12  Eliz.,  and  was  returnable  in  Michaelmas  term  of  the 

same  year,  which  was  the  27th  of  October.  The  fine  was  ac^ 
knowledged  before  commissioners,  and  the  wife  died  on  the  17th 
of  October,  which  was  before  the  return  of  the  writ  of  covenant. 
The  fine  was  reversed. 

The  same  point  was  determined  in  the  cases  of  Price  v.  Davies, 
Comb.  67 — 71. ;  Clements  v.  Langharne,  2  Lord  Raym.  872. ; 
Watts  V.  Birkett,  Barnes,  220. ;  Wils.  R.  Part  II.  116. 

19.  The  second  part  of  a  fine  was  the  Ikentia  concordandi;  for  Licentiacon- 

cordandi. 

as  soon  as  the  suit  was  commenced,  the  tenant,  knowing  himself  5  Rep.  39  a. 
to  be  in  the  wrong,  was  supposed  to  make  overtures  of  accom- 
modation to  the  demandant,  who  accepted  them,  but  having 
^ven  pledges  to  prosecute  his  suit,  applied  to  the  Court,  upon 
the  return  of  the  writ  of  covenant,  for  leave  to  make  the  matter 
up ;  which  was  readily  granted,  on  payment  of  another  fine. 

20.  This  second  fine  was  called  the  King's  silver,  and  was  paid  King's  lilver. 
on  obtaining  the  Ucentia  concordandi ;  because  the  King,  by  such 
composition,  lost  the  fine,  amerciaments,  and  other  advantages 

that  would  have  accrued  to  him  upon  the  judgment  or  nonsuit ; 
which  in  ancient  times,  formed  no  inconsiderable  part  of  the  royal 
revenue. 

21.  The  King's  silver,  which  is  sometimes  called  the  post  fine, 
with  respect  to  the  primer  fine,  due  on  the  original  writ,  is  as 
much  as  the  primer  fine,  and  half  as  much  more.    It  was  entered 

on  the  writ  of  covenant  in  the  following  manner: — Robertiu  Tey'scaae, 

e  Wjn*   Oft  M 

Dmry  dat  domina  RegintB,  sept.  lib.  pro  licentid  concordandi  cum    ^^ 
Thomd  Tey  arm.  et  Eleonord  uxore  ejus  de  placito  conventionis  de 
manerOs  de,  S^c.  S^c.  et  Imbet  chirographum  per  pacem  admissum 
coram  Jacobo  Dyer,  ifc.  And  such  entry  ought  to  contain — I.  The 
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sum  given  for  licence  to  compound.  II.  The  party  who  pays  it, 
that  ia,  the  person  in  whom  the  fee  is  to  be  vested.  IIU  The 
plea,  and  between  whom ;  and  IV.  The  land  for  which  the  fiibe 
IS  paid. 

22.  If  any  of  the  parties  died  before  the  entry  of  the  King's 
silver,  the  fine  was  tn  general  void ;  because  the  King's  silver  not 
being  due  until  the  return  of  the  writ  of  covenant,  and  being  paid 
for  permission  to  accommodate  the  suit,  the  agreement  of  the 
parties  could  not  be  considered  as  lawful  until  it  was  entered ; 
Gonsequendy  if  the  demandant  or  tenant  died  before  that  was 
done,  the  fine  would  have  no  efiiect ;  being  similar  to  a  judgment 
given  in  an  adversary  suit,  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  litigating 
parties. 
Farmer's  case,  28.  A  man  and  his  wife  acknowledged  a  fine  before  commit 
Dyer,  220  b.      sioners,  the  26th  of  March,  1621,  and  the  wife  died  on  the  27th 

of  the  same  month.  The  28th,  composition  was  made  in  the 
Alienation  Office  upon  a  writ  of  covenant,  made  returnable  in 
Hilary  Term  before,  and  the  King's  silver  was  entered  in  the 
ofiice  of  the  King's  silver  as  of  the  same  Hilary  Term,  and  so 
the  fine  was  passed  and  engrossed.  The  heir  at  law  of  the  wife 
moved  in  the  Easter  Term  following  against  this  fine ;  but  upon 
debate  the  Court  resolved  that  the  fine  must  stand. 
Anon.  24.  A  fine  was  acknowledged  by  a  man  and  his  wife  on  the 

27th  of  December,  1689,  but  by  reason  of  King  James's  abdica- 
tion, and  his  carrying  away  the  great  seal,  there  followed  a  stay 
of  proceedings  at  law,  and  the  woman  died  on  the  22d  of  Fe* 
bruary.  The  King's  silver  was  paid  as  upon  a  writ  of  covenant 
in  King  James's  time,  though  no  writ  was  then  sued  out.  Af- 
terwards a  writ  of  covenant  was  purchased,  returnable  in  Mi- 
chaelmas Term  preceding,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  King  William 
and  Queen  Mary,  and  the  fine  was  engrossed  as  of  Michaelmas 
Term.  It  was  moved  that  this  fine  should  be  vacated  ;  but  the 
Court,  after  the  cause  had  been  twice  argued,  gave  their  opinion 
seriatim  that  the  fine  should  stand,  as  the  entering  of  the  King's 
silver  after  the  death  of  the  parties  could  not  then  be  examined 
3  M(^*.  m'  ^^^'  ^^®  fine  being  engrossed  and  completed  as  a  fine  of  Michael- 
mas Term. 

Brnw^'iisl'*"'      ^^'  ^  ^^^  ^^  acknowledged  before  commissioners  on  the 

13th  of  May  1764.    The  writ  of  covenant  was  tested  the  first 
day  of  Easter  term  in  five  weeks  (19th  May).    It  was  com-* 
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pounded^  and  the  pre-fine  paid  between  the  17tb  and  20th  of 
May,  and  after  passing  the  return,  warrant  of  attorney^  and 
cu^os  brevium  office,  was  brought  to  the  King^s  silirer  office  on 
the  11th  of  June,  and  the  clerk  then  entered  the  King's  silirer  or 
post-fine  in  his  book,  and  on  the  writ  of  covenant.  Mary  Nunn 
the  cognizor  died  on  the  27th  of  May.  A  caveat  to  prevent  the 
completing  of  this  fine  was  brought  to  the  King's  silver  office  on 
the  13th  of  June,  before  the  record  was  made  up  in  form,  on 
behalf  of  John  Nunn,  eldest  son  and  heir  of  the  cognizor..  A 
rule  to  show  cause  why  that  caveat  should  not  be  withdrawn, 
was  made  absolute,  and  the  Court  utterly  exploded  the  notion 
which  prevailed,  undoubtedly  by  mistake,  in  the  case  of  Hameis  Barnes,  214. 
V.  Mickletwaite,  that  the  King's  silver  was  the  pre-fine  or  fine 
for  licence  to  alienate,  whereas  the  King's  silver  is  the  post-fine, 
or  fine  given  pro  licentia  concordandi.  The  return  of  the  writ  of 
covenant  was  agreed  to  have  been  in  the  lifetime  of  Mary  Nunn, 
the  cognizor;  and  from  that  time  the  Crown  had  a  right  to  the 
post-fine,  which  was  entered  at  the  King's  silver  office  before  any 
caveat  was  entered  against  it.  The  making  up  the  record  in  form 
is  a  ministerial  act,  not  necessary  to  be  done  previous  to  the  ca- 
veat, as  the  entry  of  the  clerk  of  the  King's  silver  was  sufficient. 

26.  When  a  year  and  a  day  had  elapsed  from  the  date  of  the  Cotton  & 
caption,  or  acknowledgment  of  a  fine,  without  entering  the  Barnes,  215.; 
King's  silver,  an  affidavit  must  have  been  made  that  all  those 

who  departed  with  any  interest  by  the  fine  were  still  living, 
otherwise  the  King's  silver  would  not  be  received.    And  if  a  Gregory  & 
year  elapsed  before  a  fine  was  carried  to  the  King's  sUver  office,  Barnes^'is. 
an  affidavit  was  required  that  the  parties  were  alive  when  the 
King's  silver  was  paid,  (a) 

27.  By  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  made  in  Easter  Rules  of  court* 
term,  9  Anne,  it  was  ordered,  '^  That  no  fine  whatsoever,  taken  this  subject. 
and  acknowledged  before  the  Chief  Justice,  or  any  judge  of 

assize,  or  serjeant  at  law,  if  the  date  of  the  caption  of  such  fine 
shall  appear  to  have  been  rased,  (&)  shall  for  the  future  pass  the 

(a)  [For  instances  of  fines  allowed  to  pass,  tweWe  months  having  elapsed  from  the 
date  of  the  acknowledgement,  see  the  following  authorities ;  I  Moore,  123.  2  Ih.  174. 
6  lb.  315.  442.    8  Taunt.  75.  438.    3  Mo.  &  Payne,  742.] 

(b)  [For  instances  of  fines  not  allowed  on  account  of  erasures,  see  7  Taunt.  697. 
8  lb.  334.  2  Moore,  375  ;  and  on  account  of  part  of  the  documents  being  on  paper 
instead  of  parchment,  see  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  472.    4  Moore,  162.    6  lb.  232.] 
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Queen's  silver  office,  and  the  Queen's  silver  of  such  fine  be  re- 
corded, by  the  said  clerk  of  the  Queen's  silver,  before  there  be 
an  order  under  the  hand  of  the  said  Chief  Justice,  or  some  other 
justice  of  this  court  for  his  passing  and  entering  such  fine,  first 
had  and  obtained." 

28.  Formerly  the  post-fine  or  King's  silver  was  paid  at  the 
King's  silver  office ;  but  by  the  statute  32  Geo.  2.  c.  14.  it  was 
enacted,  s.  1.  ''That  on  every  writ  of  covenant  which  shall  be 
sued  out  for  passing  of  fines  in  the  Common  Pleas  at  Westmin- 
ster, the  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  set  and  endorse  the  pre-fine 
payable  thereon,  shall,  at  the  same  time,  set  the  usual  post-fine, 
and  endorse  the  same  on  the  back  of  the  said  writ,  together  with 
his  name  or  mark  of  office,  in  like  manner  as  the  same  are  now 
endorsed  at  the  King's  silver  office ;  which  post-fine  shall  be 
forthwith  paid  to  the  receiver  of  the  pre-fines  at  the  Alienation 
Office,  with  4(2.  as  his  fee  for  receiving  the  same,  instead  of  his 
fee  of  4(2.  charged  on  lands  and  hereditaments,  and  payable  to 
to  sheriffs,  bailiffs,  and  others,  on  discharging  the  same,  by 
3  Geo.  1.  c.  15. ;  which  fee  otAd.  by  the  said  act  granted,  after 
the  first  day  of  Trinity  term  1759,  shall  cease ;  and  such  receiver 
shall  endorse  upon  the  back  of  every  such  writ  of  covenant  one 
mark  of  office,  as  is  now  used  by  him  on  the  receipt  of  pre-fines 
at  the  Alienation  Office,  with  the  name  of  such  receiver,  and  the 
sum  received  as  the  post-fine ;  which  mark  of  such  receiver 
shall  discharge  the  manors,  lands,  and  hereditaments  com- 
prised in  the  said  writ  of  covenant,  and  the  cognizees  named 
therein." 

Sect  2.  ''  The  officer  or  clerk  of  the  King's  silver  office,  or 
his  deputy,  shall  continue  to  enter  every  fine  upon  record,  in 
the  way  hitherto  used,  and  make  the  same  entries,  and  put 
thereon  the  same  endorsements,  with  the  same  mark,  and  in  like 
manner,  as  hath  hitherto  been  the  practice  of  the  said  office  in 
passing  fines ;  and  no  fine,  until  the  same  be  marked  with  the 
sum  to  which  the  post-fine  amounts  in  the  King's  silver  office, 
shall  be  effectual  in  law." 

Sect.  3.  ''  Where  no  pre-fine  is  payable  on  any  writ  of  cove 
nant,  viz.  where  the  lands  are  under  the  yearly  value  of  five 
marks,  the  officer  at  the  Alienation  Office,  whose  duty  it  is  to 
set  pre-fines,  shall  set  on  every  writ  of  covenant  brought  to  the 
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said  Alienation  Office^  on  which  no  pre-fine  is  payable,  a  post- 
fine  of  6s.  %d.^  and  shall  endorse  such  post-fine  of  6s.  8^.  on 
every  such  writ  of  covenant^  with  his  name  and  mark  of  office, 
as  it  has  been  usual ;  and  every  such  post-fine  of  6s.  8^.  shall  be 
paid  to  the  receiver  of  the  Alienation  Office  before  the  writ  of 
covenant,  on  which  no  pre-fine  is  payable,  be  passed  at  the 
Alienation  Office;  and  the  receiver,  on  payment  of  the  said 
6s.  8<f.  shall  endorse  and  mark  every  such  writ  of  covenant,  as 
other  writs  of  covenant  are  by  this  act  directed  to  be  endorsed." 

Sect.  4.  **  The  officer  or  clerk  of  the  King's  silver  office,  or 
his  deputy,  after  the  first  day  of  Trinity  term,  1759,  shall  not 
receive  any  writ  of  covenant ;  unless  it  appear,  by  the  mark 
and  endorsement  of  such  receiver,  that  the  post-fine  has  been 
paid." 

Sect.  5.  "  If  after  the  payment  of  such  post-fine,  the  writ  of 
covenant,  by  the  death  of  any  of  the  parties,  or  other  cause,  be 
prevented  from  passing  through  the  several  offices,  so  as  the  said 
fine  is  not  completed,  then  the  said  receiver  shall  repay  to  the 
cognizees,  or  their  attorney,  on  producing  and  filling  with  him 
tbe  siud  writ  of  covenant,  every  such  sum  as  has  been  by  him 
before  received  for  the  post-fine ;  and  such  writ  of  covenant  so 
remaining  filed  with  such  receiver,  shall  be  a  discharge  to  such 


receiver." 


29.  By  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  made  in  Easter  i  Bm.&  Pall. 

530. 

term,  36  Geo.  3.,  it  was  ordered,  that  no  fines  which  should 
appear  to  have  been  acknowledged  more  than  twelve  calendar 
months,  should  be  permitted  to  pass  the  King^s  silver  office,  with-  Videsapn, 
out  a  rule  of  Court,  or  an  order  under  the  hand  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  or  some  other  Judge  of  that  Court.  And  that  where 
the  conuzor  or  conuzors  should  be  all  living  at  the  time  of  making 
the  application  for  such  rule  or  order,  an  affidavit  should  be  made 
thereof.  And  in  case  any  or  either  of  the  conuzors  of  such  fine 
should  not  then  be  living,  an  affidavit  should  be  made,  stating  the 
time  of  the  death  of  such  conuzor  or  conuzors ;  and  the  applica- 
tion in  such  case  for  a  rule  or  order,  that  the  said  fine  might  pass 
the  King's  silver  office,  should  be  made  to  the  Court  by  motion,  if 
in  term  time,  or  if  in  vacation,  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  or  some 
other  of  the  Justices  of  that  Court,  at  his  chambers.  And  that 
the  mle  or  order  in  such  last-mentioned  case,  when  obtained, 
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dmold  be  filed ,  with  the  prmpe  and  concord  of  the  fine,  at  the 
King's  siiter  office,  (a) 

6  Rm"39  a  ^^'  '^^^  ^^'"^  P^^^  ^^  *  '^"^  ^^*  ^^*  concord  or  agreement  en- 

tered into  openly  in  the  Coart  of  Conmon  Pleas,  or  before  the 
Chief  Justice  of  that  Court,  or  oommissioQerB  duly  authorised 
for  that  purpose  ;  which  was  the  substance  of  the  fine.  It  was 
usually  an  acknowledgment  from  the  deforciants,  or  those  who 
kept  the  others  out  of  possession,  that  the  lands  in  questicm 
were  the  right  of  the  demandant ;  and  irom  the  adLnowledgment 
or  recognition  of  right  thus  made,  the  party  who  levied  the  fine 
was  called  the  cogaizor,  and  the  person  to  whom  it  was  leried, 
the  oognizee. 

31.  The  farm  of  the  conoord  was  thus : — **  And  the  agreement 
is  such,  to  wit,  that  the  aforesaid  A.  (the  deforciant  in  the  ori- 
ginal writ)  hath  acknowledged  the  aforesaid  manors,  lands,  te- 
nements, and  hereditaments,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  be  the 
right  of  him  the  said  B.  (the  plaintiff  or  demandant)  and  those 
he  hath  remised  and  quit-claimed  from  him  the  said  A.  and  his 
heirs,  to  the  aforesaid  B.  and  his  heirs,  for  ever.  And  moreover 
the  said  A.  hath  granted,  for  himself  and  his  heirs,  Chat  he  will 
warrant  to  the  aforesaid  B.  and  his  heirs,  the  aforesaid  manor, 
knds,  toiements,  and  hereditaments,  with  the  appurteoances, 
against  him  the  said  A.  and  his  heirs  for  ever." 

32.  By  the  common  law,  the  cognizor  seems  to  have  been 
bovmd  to  warrant  the  lands  to  the  cognizee,  thongh  no  express 
words  to  that  purpose  were  inserted  in  the  fine.    Thus  Bracton 

382 1. 369  a.     says, — hem  sufficit  Jims  foetus  in  curid  domifd  regis,  licet  expressa 

warrantia  vel  homagium  et  servitium  non  inteivenerit :  dum  tamen 
comtiterit  per  jfinem  et  chirographum,  quod  tile  qui  tenet,  tenere 
debeat  de  eo  qui  vacatur  ad  warrantiam.  But  in  course  of  time  it 
became  the  practice  to  annex  an  express  warranty  to  all  fines, 
which  is  still  continued. 

33.  It  appears  from  Glanville,  lib.  11.  c.  1.  that  the  suitors  in 
the  curia  regis  were  at  all  times  allowed  to  prosecute  their  causes 
by  attorney,  who  was  called  responsalis  ad  lucrandum  vel  perden- 

(a)  [For  a  rule  of  court  respecting  the  examinatioD  of  married  women,  vide  infrm, 
ch.  5.  g.  lU 

For  instances  of  defective  fines  where  parts  of  the  documents  were  executed  ahroad 
or  out  of  England,  see  2  Moore,  376.  4  lb.  162.  295.  7  Taunt.  697.  8  lb.  334. 
4Bing.606.    8  Moore,  632.] 
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dunti  and  a  plea  might  be  thus  commeiiced  and  deierminiedy 
whether  by  judgment  or  by  final  concord,  as  effectually  as  by  the 
principal  himself.  Per  procuratorem  itaque  talew  potest  pladtum 
Hbtd  deduct  in  curiay  et  terminari,  sive  per  judicium^  sive  finaiem 
coHcordiam,  ade9  pleni  et  firmiter  tU  per  eum  qui  alivm  loco  sua 
inde  posuit. 

34.  In  consequence  of  this  doctrine,  fines  were  frequently 

tefied  by  attorney^  and  in  the  Formulare  AngUcanum  there  are  Nos.  362.369. 
several  records  of  fines,  which  appear  to  have  been  levied  by  at- 
tomey,  the  chirograph  being  worded  in  this  manner: — HiBc  est 
Jimlis  Concordia  faciUy  S^c.  inier  Thomam  de  Preston,  per  Alex-- 
endrum  Wallensemy  positum  loco  suo  ad  bicrandum  vel  perdendum, 
it  Ranulphum,  S^c. 
This  practice  was  productive  of  several  fratids^  and  therefore  Hot  Pari. 

vol.  1.*  22. ' 

the  statute  De  modo  levandi  Jines  enacted,  that  the  parties  to  a  2lngt.5i2. 
fine  should  appear  personally  in  Court|  in  order  that  the  Judges 
might  have  an  opportunity  of  examining  into  their  age  and  ca- 
pacity. 

35.  It  was  formerly  usual  for  the  c<^nizor  to  make  the  cogni-  ^&i™^<^*^ 
zance,  that  is,  to  acknowledge  the  conccMrd  of  the  fine,  before  any 

original  writ  had  been  sued  out ;  and  this  practice  so  far  pre- 
vailed, that  the  Judges  uniformly  supported  such  fines ;  bat  in 
all  cases  of  this  kind,  an  original  writ  must  have  been  sued  out 
tod  made  returnable  on  some  day  previous  to  that  on  which  the 
concord  was  acknowledged :  a  licentia  concordandi  must  also 
have  been  obtained,  and  the  King's  silver  regularly  paid  and  en- 
tered ;  for  these  circumstances  were  absolutely  necessary  to 
complete  the  fine. 

36.  The  practice  of  acknowledging  the  concord  of  a  fine  be- 
fore the  writ  of  covenant  was  sued  out,  was  often  productive  of 

great  inconveniences  and  irregularities;  which  were  prevented  ^^•®^' 

by  a  rule  of  the  Couit  of  C!ommon  Pleas,  made  in  Trinity  term 

30  Geo.  3.,  by  which  it  was  ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  first 

day  of  Michaelmas  term  then  next  ensuing,  every  fine,  at  the 

time  of  signing  the  3 ^kdge*s  allocatur  thereon,  should  have  the  writ 

of  covenant  sued  out,  and  annexed  thereto. 

37.  The  Concordia  facta  in  curia  was  the  complete  fine;  and 
therefore  if  after  the  concord  was  acknowledged  in  Court,  one  of 
the  cognizors  died,  still  the  cognizee  might  proceed  with  this 
fine,  against  the  surviving  cognizor. 
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38.  Two  brothers  acknowledged  the  concord  of  a  fine  before 
Lord  Ch.  Just.  Hobart,  and  then  the  elder  brother  died;  several 
motions  were  made  for  the  proceeding,  and  staying  of  the  fine. 
The  Ch.  Just  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  cognizee  might 
proceed  with  his  fine  as  against  the  surviving  brother,  and  take 
out  his  writ  of  covenant  accordingly,  the  death  of  his  elder 
brother  being  no  impediment ;  for  the  acknowledgment  of  each 
person  was  good  against  himself,  and  should  operate  for  as  much 
as  he  could  pass. 

39.  A  fine  was  stopped  at  the  King's  silver  oCBce,  for  want  of 
an  affidavit  that  the  parties  were  living,  a  year  having  elapsed 
since  the  acknowledgment;  and  one  of  the  cognizors  being 
dead,  application  was  made  to  the  Court  that  he  might  be  struck 
out,  and  that  the  fine  might  pass  as  to  the  other  cognizor.  This 
motion  was  denied,  but  a  rule  was  made  that  the  surviving  cog- 
nizor should  show  cause  why  the  fine  should  not  pass  generally 
as  to  all  the  parties ;  and  upon  affidavit  of  service,  the  rule  was 
made  absolute. 

40.  Lands  situate  in  different  counties  might  be  contained  in 
the  same  concord,  though  there  must  have  been  several  writs  of 
covenant. 

41.  Formerly  lands  purchased  of  difierent  persons  were 
allowed  to  be  comprised  in  the  same  concord ;  and  every  yendor 
warranted  against  himself  and  his  heirs  only  :  but  by  an  order 
of  Lord  Chancellor  Hattoil,  reciting  that  by  fines  of  this  sort  her 
Majesty  was  defrauded  of  the  profits  of  her  post*fines,  and  of 
the  seals  on  writs,  and  the  Chancellor  and  others  lost  their  fees ; 
the  cursitors  are  authorized  to  stay  a  writ  where  there  is  more 
than  one  demandant,  and  one  deforciant,  except  coparceners, 
joint  tenants,  and  tenants  in  common.  But  the  cursitors  per- 
mitted two  separate  purchases  to  be  comprised  in  one  fine,  on  an 
affidavit  that  the  value  of  both  together  did  not  exceed  two  hun- 
dred pounds. 

42.  The  concord  came  in  lieu  of  the  sentence  which  would 
have  been  given,  in  case  the  parties  had  not  compounded  the  suit ; 
it  was  therefore  considered  as  exactly  similar,  and  attended  with 
the  same  consequences,  as  a  judgment  in  an  adverse  suit.  The 
cognizance  must  therefore  have  been  made  of  those  things  only, 
and  to  those  persons  only,  who  were  named  in  the  original  writ,  on 
which  the  fine  was  levied  ;  because  the  cognizance  being  in  the 
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nature  of  a  judgment^  bound  only  those  persons  and  things 
which  were  judicially  before  the  Court. 

43.  This  rule,  however,  admitted  of  a  few  exceptions ;  for  a  co.  Read, 
remainder  might  be  limited  in  the  concord  of  a  fine,  to  a  person 

not  named  in  the  original  writ;  in  the  same  manner  as  a  re-  Tit. 32. c. 2. 
mainder  might  be  limited,  in  a  deed,  to  a  person  who  was  not  a 
party. 

44.  If  a  prtBcipe  were  brought  against  a  tenant  for  life«  and  Co.  Read.  ii. 
upon  his  default  the  person  in  reversion  was  received,  he  might 

levy  a  fine  of  his  reversion  to  the  demandant ;  although  he  was  3  Rep.  39  b. 
not  named  in  the  original  writ.    In  the  same  manner,  if  a  fine 
was  levied  by  a  vouchee  to  the  demandant,  or  by  a  demandant 
to  the  vouchee,  it  would  be  good :  but  a  fine  levied  by  a  vouchee 
to  a  stranger  was  void. 

45.  The  reason  of  the  two  last  cases  was  because  the  person 
in  reversion,  and  the  vouchee,  were  allowed  by  the  Court  to 
come  in  the  place  of  the  tenant,  against  whom  the  pracipe  was 
originally  brought ;  and  having  been  made  parties  to  the  suit, 
they  were  bound  by  the  judgment,  as  much  as  if  they  had  been 
named  in  the  original  writ. 

46.  The  object  of  fines  being  to  settle  the  possession,  not  only  Bro.Ab.Tit. 
for  the  present,  but  for  ever,  in  the  most  certain  and  secure  man-  ca  Read.  8. 
ner;  the  Judges  never  allowed  lands  to  be  limited  in  the  concord  ^  ^P'^^  b- 
of  a  fine  to  two  persons  and  their  heirs,  but  always  directed  them  Seymour  v. 
to  be  limited  to  the  two  persons,  and  to  the  heirs  of  one  of  ^.^3.  '  ^^  '^* 
them. 

47.  [In  a  modern  case,  a  warranty  of  a  fine  by  husband  and  1  Bro.  &  Ring. 
wife«  and  heirs  of  the  husband,  against  themselves  and  the  heirs  ^nd  wife,  pits. 
of  the  wife,  was  allowed  to  be  altered  to  a  warranty  by  husband 

and  wife,  and  heirs  of  the  wife,  against  themselves  and  the  heirs 
of  the  wife,  agreeably  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Roll.  Abr.  Fine, 
[O]  pi.  3.] 

48.  The  necessity  of  the  case  however  required  that  where  Rob.  Gar.  132. 
the  lands  comprehended  in  a  fine  were  held  in  gavelkind,  this 

rule  should  be  dispensed  with ;  and  therefore  when  a  fine  [was  3&  4  Will. 4. 
previously  to  the  late  statute]  levied  of  lands  of  this  sort,  the  ^*    ' 
Judges  permitted  them  to  be  limited  to  two  or  more  persons,  and 
their  heirs. 

49.  A  warranty  ought  not  to  be  allowed  in  the  concord  of  a  fine  Co.  Read.  3. 
from  two  persons  and  their  heirs,  for  the  same  reason.    But  a 

VOL.   y.  G 


2  Rep.  74  b. 
6 38  b. 


12  Rep.  125. 


\ote. 


Foot  or  chiro- 
graph. 
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Rob.  Gav.  132.  warranty  has  been  allowed  from  three  persons  and  their  heirs, 

where  the  lands  were  held  in  gavelkind. 

60.  The  Judges  ought  not  to  have  permitted  a  fine  to  be 
levied  upon  condition ;  nor  should  a  saving  or  exception,  or  a 
clause  of  re-entry,  have  been  allowed  in  a  fine :  but  if  a  fine  was 
actually  levied  to  two  persons  and  their  heirs,  or  with  a  warranty 
from  two  persons  and  their  heirs,  or  upon  condition,with  a  saving, 
exception,  or  clause  of  re-entry;  such  a  fine  would  notwith- 
standing be  vaUd,  upon  the  principle  that  ;^rt  non  debuit,  sed 

factum  valet,  et  facta  ienent  multa  qutB  fieri  prohibentur.  And 
Plowden  has  given  some  instances  of  fines  levied  on  condition, 
which  were  allowed  to  be  good. 

61.  The  fourth  part  of  a  fine  was  the  note,  which  was  an 
abstract  of  the  writ  of  covenant  and  concord,  and  was  only  a 
docquet  taken  by  the  chirographer,  from  which  he  drew  up 
the  indenture.  It  is  sometimes  taken  in  the  old  books  for  the 
concord. 

62.  The  fifth  and  last  part  of  a  fine  was  the  foot,  chirograph, 
or  indenture,  which  included  the  whde  matter,  stating  the 
parties,  day,  year,  and  place,  and  before  whom  it  was  acknow- 
ledged or  levied.  Of  this  there  were  indentures  made  and  en- 
grossed at  the  chirographer's  office,  and  delivered  to  the  cognizor 
and  cognizee,  beginning  with  these  words,  **  This  is  the  final 
agreement,''  See,  and  then  stating  the  whole  proceeding  at  length; 
thus  the  fine  was  completely  levied. 

53.  (The  parties  might  insist  on  having  the  indentures  of  a  fine 
made  to  agree  with  the  concord,  by  the  insertion  of  all  limitations 
of  legal  estates  contained  in  the  concord.] 

54.  A  fine  was  said  to  be  engrossed  when  the  chirographer 
made  out  the  indentures,  and  delivered  them  to  the  parties.  But 
it  was  not  absolutely  necessary  that  a  fine  should  be  engrossed, 
provided  the  concord  were  recorded ;  for  Lord  Coke  observes, 
that  a  fine  is  a  perfect  record  before  it  is  engrossed.  And  a  fine 
may  be  engrossed  at  any  time  after  it  is  levied. 

66.  Sir  John  Brome  in  33  Hen.  8.  acknowledged  a  fine  of 
certain  lands.  The  King's  silver  was  entered,  and  the  cogni- 
zance taken ;  and  in  29  Eliz.  the  person  who  claimed  under  this 
fine  came  into  Court,  and  prayed  that  the  fine  might  be 
engrossed,  it  appearing  upon  examination  that  the  party  to 
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whom  the  fine  was  levied  was  seised  after  the  fine,  and  had 
suffered  a  common  recovery  of  the  land,  which  had  been  enjoyed 
according  to  the  said  fine.  The  Court  ordered  the  fine  to  be 
engrossed. 

66.  The  record  of  the  fine  which  remained  in  the  possession  2  Leon.  183. 

«    •        ,  .  ,  ,  ,  ,  1         i*   .  Godb.  103. 

of  the  chirographer  was  the  pnncipale  recordum ;  so  that  if  there 
was  any  diffei-ence  between  it  and  the  record  which  remained 
with  the  custos  breviunif  that  which  continued  with  the  chiro- 
grapher was  considered  as  the  true  record. 

67,  The  chirograph  of  a  fine  is  evidence  to  all  persons,  and  ^^'  N.  P. 
in  all  courts,  of  such  fine ;  because  the  chirographer  being  an 

oflicer  appointed  by  the  law  for  the  purpose  of  transcribing  fines 
firom  the  record,  his  copies  must  be  allowed  to  be  authentic. 

58.  By  the  statute  23  Eliz.  c.  3.  s.  6.  it  is  enacted,  that  the 
chirographer  shall  every  term  write  out  a  table  of  the  fines 
levied  in  each  county  in  that  term,  and  shall  aCBx  it  in  some 
open  part  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  all  the  next  term ; 
and  shall  also  deliver  the  contents  of  each  table  to  the  sheriff  of 
each  county,  who  shall,  at  the  next  assizes,  fix  the  same  in  some 
open  part  of  the  Court. 

59.  There  are  two  petitions  of  the  Commons  in  the  rolls  of  All  the  proceed- 

*  ings  on  fines 

Parliament,  4  Hen.  4.  No.  35,  and  5  Hen.  4.  No.  28,  stating  that  must  be  re- 
many  fines  of  land  remained  in  the  King's  treasury,  and  the  Rot.Parl.vol.3. 
notes  of  such  fines  remaining  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
had  been  taken  away,  and  other  fines  and  notes  of  fines  counter- 
feited and  put  in  their  places,  whereby  many  persons  were  dis- 
inherited ;  in  consequence  of  which  a  statute  was  immediately 
passed,  5  Hen.'4.  c.  14.,  enacting  that  all  the  proceedings  on 
fines,  both  previous  to,  and  at  the  acknowledgment  thereof, 
should  be  enrolled  of  record  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

60.  By  the  statute  23  Eliz.  c.  3.  s.  1.  &  6.,  it  is  enacted,  that 
every  writ  of  covenant  and  other  writ  whereupon  any  fine  shall 
be  levied,  the  return  thereof,  the  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem, 
made  for  the  knowledging  of  any  of  the  same  fines,  the  return 
thereof,  the  concord  and  foot  of  every  such  fine,  the  proclama- 
tions made  thereupon,  and  the  King's  silver,  may,  upon  the 
request  or  election^ of  any  person,  be  enrolled  in  rolls  of  parch- 
ment; and  that  the  enrolments  of  the  same,  or  of  any  part 
thereof,  shall  be  of  as  good  force  and  validity  in  law,  to  all  in- 

G  2 
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teots,  respects,  and  purposes,  for  so  much  of  any  of  ihem  bo 
enrolled,  as  the  same,  being  extant  and  remaining,  were  or  ought 
by  law  to  be. 

61.  The  office  of  the  chirographer  of  fines  was  burnt  down  in 
the  year  1679,  whereby  several  records  of  fines  which  had  been 
levied  in  Trinity  and  Michaelmas  term  preceding,  were  eitlier 
burnt  or  lost.  In  consequence  of  which  an  act  was  passed,  31 
Car.  2.  c.  3.  reciting,  that  the  fines  so  burnt  or  lost  had  duly  paat 
all  the  offices ;  so  that  by  the  records  of  the  King's  silver,  the 
notes  of  the  cursitor  who  made  out  the  writs  of  covenant,  and 
the  entries  thereof  at  the  office  of  alienation,  and  by  the  book  of 
entries  of  fines  kept  by  the  chirographer's  deputy,  flee,  the  full 
contents  of  all  such  fines  would  appear.  But  for  want  of  the 
records  of  the  fines  so  burnt  or  lost,  purchasers  and  others, 
whose  titles  were  secured  nnder  the  said  fines,  were  in  danger  of 
having  the  same  impeached.  It  was  therefore  enacted,  that  the 
said  chirographer  or  his  deputy  should,  before  the  end  oC  the 
next  Trinity  term,  upon  oath,  certify  to  the  Justices  of  the 
Common  Pleas,  a  note  of  all  such  fines  entered  into  the  said 
book  kept  by  the  said  deputy,  that  he,  upoa  diligent  search, 
ahould  find,  were  either  burnt  or  lost,  by  reason  of  the  said  fire ; 
which  certificate  should  be  in  parehment,  fairiy  written,  and  a 
copy  thereof  set  up  in  Westminster  Hall,  8cc. ;  and  that  any 
*'me  within  three  years,  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  said  Court  of 

'ommon  Pleas,  together  with  any  one  or  mora  of  the  justices 
r  the  said  Court,  should  have  power  to  send  for  any  officers' 
ooks,  records,  Sec.  and  upon  full  examination  of  any  such  fine, 
le  records  whereof  were  burnt  or  lost,  should  direct  the  said 
birographer  or  his  deputy  to  new  engross  the  note  and  foot  of 
ich  fine  without  fee,  and  to  carry  the  same  before  the  said 
'bief  Justice,  and  such  other  of  the  said  justices  as  should  have 
tken  the  examination  concerning  the  burning  or  loss  of  such 
ne,  who  were  required  to  subscribe  their  names  at  the  bottom  of 
kid  note  and  foot;  and  every  such  fine  whereof  the  record 
iiould  be  so  new  engrossed,  should  be  of  the  same  force  and 
Sect,  as  if  it  had  still  remained  upon  record  unconsumed  or  not 
ist. 

62.  It  is  a  principle  of  the  common  law,  that  the  evidence 
f  a  record  is  of  so  high  and  certain  a  nature,  that  its  authen- 
city  is  never  permitted  to  be  called  in  question ;  so  that  no 
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averment  can  be  made  against  any  fact  which  appears  on  record. 
Thus  if  the  King's  silver  is  stated  on  the  record  to  have  been 
paid  before  the  death  of  the  cognizor,  though  in  truth  the  fact 
be  otherwise^  the  Judges  will  support  the  fine^  and  will  not  allow 
of  any  averment  that  the  cogaizor  died  before  the  entry  of  the 
King's  silver,  because  that  would  be  to  contradict  the  record. 

63.  In  pursuance  of  this  principle,  it  has  been  determined  by 
the  House  of  Lords,  that  where  the  chirograph  of  a  fine  is  once 
recorded,  no  averment  will  be  allowed  as  to  the  time  of  its 
caption  or  acknowledgment ;  but  it  will  be  considered  as  a  fine 
of  that  term  in  which  it  is  recorded. 

64.  Upon  a  trial  at  bar,  in  ejectment,  it  appeared,   that  Lloyd*. Vi«c. 
Nathaniel  Lord  Viscount  Say  and  Sele,  being  tenant  in  tail  of  Salk.  341. 
the  premises  in  question,  with  remainder  over,  levied  a  fine  in  ^^^^  p^] ' 
October,  1701,  and  in  Michaelmas  term  following,  suffered  a  re-  C'*  '''^* 
covery ;  and  to  prove  this,  the  chirograph  of  a  fine  was  pro- 
duced, importing,  that  Nathaniel  Viscount  Say  and  Sele  levied 

that  fine  on  the  23d  of  October,  1701 ;  and  the  exemplification 
of  a  common  recovery  was  also  produced,  which  appeared  to 
have  been  suffered  on  the  18th  of  November,  1701.  The  question 
was  whether  the  cognizee  of  the  fine  had  the  freehold  in  him 
when  the  recovery  was  suffered  ? 

It  was  insisted  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  he  had  not ;  for 
that  the  fine  given  in  evidence  to  make  him  so,  was  not  in  fact 
acknowledged  until  the  2d  of  March,  1701,  which  was  four 
months  after  the  recovery  was  suffered ;  and,  to  support  this  fact, 
they  offered  to  produce  and  prove — I.  The  record  of  the  recog- 
nisance, <^r  acknowledgment  of  the  fine,  under  the  hand  of  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Trevor,  whereby  it  appeared,  that  the  acknow- 
ledgment thereof  was  made  and  taken  before  the  said  Lord  Chief 
Justice  on  the  2d  day  of  March,  1701,  and  not  before.  II.  That 
the  acknowledgment  of  the  fine  was  the  very  true  acknowledg- 
ment or  recognisance  of  the  concord  upon  which  the  fine  given 
in  evidence  passed,  and  upon  which  the  chirograph  of  that  fine 
was  made  and  engrossed.  And,  III.  They  offered  to  produce 
the  files  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  the  acknowledgment 
of  all  fines  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1701,  whereby  it  would  appear, 
that  Lord  Say  and  Sele  did  not  acknowledge  any  fine  whatso- 
ever, of  or  in  that  term,  at  any  time  before  the  suffering  the  com- 
mon recovery.     But  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  refused  to  ad- 
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mit  any  of  the  matters  offered  agaiost  the  fine  to  be  giveo  in 
evidence,  being  of  opinion,  that  no  proof  or  evidence  of  the  time 
of  the  acknowledgmeat  of  a  fine  ought  to  be  admitted,  contrary 
to,  or  against  the  chirograph  thereof;  and  that  the  record,  which 
is  the  chirograph  of  the  fine,  cannot  he  falsified  ddUI  it  is  va- 
cated or  reversed. 

From  this  judgment,  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  theHoase 
of  Lords ;  and  one  of  the  errors  assigned  was,  because  the  records 
and  matters  offered  to  be  given  in  evidence,  were  not  admitted 
or  allowed  by  the  Court  to  be  given  in  evidence  to  prove  the  true 
time  of  acknowledging  the  fine.  In  support  of  which,  it  was  in- 
sisted, that  as  the  fine  was  not  in  fact  acknowledged  until  the  2d 
of  March,  it  could  not  transfer  the  freehold  of  the  lands  to  the 
tenant  to  the  pradpe  three  months  before  the  time  of  that  ac- 
knowledgment ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  admitted  to  the  proof 
of  this  fact  by  the  statute  23  Eliz.  c.  3.  s.  6.,  which  directs,  that 
the  time  of  the  acknowledgment  shall  be  certified  by  those  who 
take  such  acknowledgment ;  for,  if  a  man  cannot  give  in  evidence 
the  Ume  of  acknowledging  a  fine,  in  order  to  avoid  deceit  im- 
posed upon  him  by  that  fine,  this  statute  would  answer  no  pur 
pose. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  contended,  that  the  caption  of  the 
fine  ought  not  to  be  admitted  against  the  record  or  indenture  of 
the  fine ;  for  it  would  shake  all  family  settlements,  and  introduce 
the  greatest  nncertainly  and  confusion  in  all  conveyances  by 
fines,  upon  which  the  most  considerable  estates  in  the  kingdom 
depended  ;  and  that  an  attempt  to  set  aside  a  fine  upon  evidence 
was  never  before  made.  That,  in  tlie  indentures  of  all  fines,  the 
concord  is  recorded  to  be  made  in  Court ;  whereas  the  captions 
of  the  acknowledgments  of  all  fines  (except  a  very  few)  are  taken 
out  of  Court,  either  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Com- 
mon Pleas,  or  commissioners  in  the  country ;  and  upon  a  writ  of 
error,  no  error  can  be  assigned  in  the  caption  varying  from  the 
record,  as  tbat  would  be  an  error  contrary  to  the  record :  but 
if,  in  the  present  case,  the  fine  was  irr^ular,  the  proper 
method  was  to  apply  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  where 
the  same  was  levied,  and  not  attempt,  in  a  summary  way,  to 
invalidate  it  by  evidence  in  ejectment.  The  judgment  was 
affirmed. 
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66.  In  tile  case  of  an  afnbigmta%  latens,  an  averment  is  however  Th?1?2.°c.'20. 
adinhted  to  explain,  thbngh  not  to  contradict  a  fine,  upon  the  6  Rep.  68  b. 
satne  principle  as  in  the  case  of  a  deed.  Thus  if  A.  levies  a  fine 
of  lands  to  William  bis  son,  to  have  and  to  hold  to  him  and  his 
heirs ;  upon  this  fine  the  Judge  cannot  make  question  upon  any 
matter  of  law,  but  the  party  comes  and  avers  matter  in  fact,  and 
saith  that  A.  had  two  soas  named  William,  an  elder  and  a 
younger,  and  his  intent  was  to  levy  a  fine  to  William  the 
yimnger.  This  averment  out  of  the  fine  is  good,  of  this  matter 
of  fact,  which  wdi  stands  with  the  words  of  the  fine,  and  shall 
be  tried  by  the  country. 

66.  Applications  were  sometimes  made  to  the  Court  of  Com-  Motions  to  pre- 
tton  Pleas  [in  England,  previously  to  the  late  stat.  3  8l  4  Will.  pusiDg. 

4.  c.  74],  by  motion,  to  prevent  fines  from  passing  and  being 
completed ;  on  a  suggestion  that  the  parties  were  disabled  by  law 
from  levying  such  fines. 

67.  By  a  rule  of  court,  made  Hil.  28  and  29  Car.  2.,  it  was  or-  wilionoa  fines, 

.  .  96. 

dered  that  all  persons  making  any  complaint  against  fines  ac- 
knowledged by  infants,  feme  coverts  without  the  consent  of  their 
husbands,  or  persons  of  non  sane  memorie,  or  otherwise  disabled  by 
law  to  acknowledge  the  same,  or  by  any  person  in  the  name  of  an- 
other, or  by  the  like  deceit,  and  obtaining  rules  for  the  staying  of 
such  fines,  should,  from  term  to  term,  so  long  as  they  should  expect 
benefit  or  observance  of  such  rules,  enter  and  continue  the  same 
rule  for  that  term,  or  leave  copies  there  ofwith  the  custos  brevium, 
derk  of  the  King's  silver,  and  chirographer,  that  the  same  might 
thereby  be  the  better  taken  notice  of;  or,  in  default  thereof,  the  said 
officers,  orany  of  them,  should  not  stand  farther  obliged  thereby. 

And  all  persons  concerned  in  the  obtaining  or  prosecuting  such 
roles  for  the  staying  of  such  fines  so  levied  as  aforesaid,  their 
attorneys  and  clerks  were  thereby  enjoined,  every  term,  to  search 
and  see  the  books  and  entries  of  fines  with  the  clerk  of  the 
King's  silver,  or  other  officer,  where  entries  were  kept  for  that 
purpose* 

68.  By  a  rule  of  court,  made  Pasch.  29  Car.  2.,  it  was  oitlered 
Aat  all  manner  of  caveats  and  orders  for  the  stopping  any  fines 
should  be  renewed  every  term,  and  copies  thereof  left  with  the 
clerk  of  the  King's  silver,  for  which  he  was  to  demand  only  his 
ancient  fee  of  ds.  Ai.  the  term ;  and  in  default  thereof,  all  caveats 
that  should  not  be  so  renewed,  should  lose  their  force  and  be  void. 
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Felony  to  ac-         69.  It  appears  to  have  been  formerly  not  unusual  for  one  per- 
fineTn^the  name  SOU  to  acknowledge  a  fine  in  the  name  of  another ;  and  in  such  a 
Hu^^tes'case,  ^^^e,  the  Court  of  Star  Chamber,  within  whose  jurisdiction 
infra,  c.  14.       frauds  of  this  kind  were,  could  only  punish  the  oflFender  by  im- 
prisonment.    By  the  stat.  21  Ja.  1.  c.  26.  it  was  enacted,  that  all 
and  every  person  and  persons  who  shouid  acknowledge  any  tine,  m 
the  name  of  any  other  person,  not  privy  or  consenting  to  the  same, 
and  should  be  lawfully  convicted  thereof,  should  suflFer  death, 
without  benefit  of  clergy.     [But  the  stat  I  Will.  4.  c.  66.  for 
1. 31.  amending  the  laws  relating  to  forgery,  repeals  (from  the  20tb. 

July,  1830)  the  above  statute  among  several  others,  so  far  as  re- 
lates to  the  punishment  of  death  for  forgery ;  and  enacts,  that 
persons  guilty  of  offences  against  the  said  repealed  acts,  shall 
not  be  punishable  with  death,  but  shall  in  lieu  thereof,  be  liable, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  to  be  transported  for  life,  or  any 
term  not  less  than  seven  years,  or  to  be  imprisoned,  with  or  with- 
out hard  labour,  for  any  term  not  exceeding  four  years,  nor  less 
than  two  years.] 
When  a  fine  is  70.  With  respect  to  the  time  when  a  fine  was  completed.  Lord 
2  init.  617.  Coke,  in  his  comment  on  the  statute  De  modo  kvandijines,  says: 
"  A  fine  is  said  to  be  levied  when  the  writ  of  covenant  is  re- 
turned, and  the  concord  and  the  King's  silver  duly  en- 
tered ;  this  maketh  the  land  to  pass,  and  from  this  shall  the 
year  and  the  day  be  accounted,  albeit  the  fine  be  engrossed 
afterwards.'* 

71.  When  the  mode  of  levying  a  fine  by  first  acknowledging 
the  concord,  then  suing  out  an  original  writ,  and  paying  the 
King's  silver,  was  allowed,  a  different  manner  of  expressing  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke  was  adopted ;  for  the  fine  was  said 
to  be  completed  upon  the  entry  of  the  King's  silver,  provided  it 
was  previously  acknowledged ;  and  if  any  of  the  cognizors  died 
before  the  remaining  parts  of  the  fine  were  perfected,  still  the  fine 
would  be  valid. 
Petty's  case,  72.  A  motion  was  made  to  stay  the  passing  of  a  fine,  which 

was  acknowledged  by  an  infant  of  thirteen  years  old.  The  Court 
said,  that  as  the  King's  silver  was  paid,  it  was  gone  too  far ;  but 
they  assigned  the  infant  a  guardian,  who  had  instructions  to 
bring  a  writ  of  error,  to  reverse  it. 

73.  In  consequence  of  the  rule  of  Court  already  stated,  by 
which  it  was  required  that  the  writ  of  covenant  should  be  sued 
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out  before  the  coDCord  was   acknowledged,  it  may  be  laid 
down,  that  a  fine  was  completed  when  the  concord  was  duly  ac- 
knowledged. 
74.  Although  it  must  be  very  material  in  many  cases  to  as-  When  it  begim 

^  "^  ''  ,    ,        to  operate. 

certam  the  precise  time  when  a  fine  begins  to  operate,  yet  it  is  a 

subject  respecting  which  very  little  is  to  be  found  in  our  law 

books ;  but  if  we  reason  by  analogy  from  the  nature  and  effect  of 

other  judgments,  we  shall  be  able  to  settle  it    The  time  when 

a  fine  is  acknowledged  is  perfectly  immaterial ;  for  a  case  has  ^^^fj*  ^^ 

been  already  stated,  in  which  it  was  determined,  that  a  fine  be-  Ante,  s.  64. 

gan  to  operate  four  months  before  it  was  acknowledged. 

76.  The  whole  term  is  considered  ta  many  purposes  as  but  ySItS'}?^* 
one  day;  and  if  a  judgment  be  given  at  any  time  during  the 
term,  it  relates  to  the  first  day  of  that  term,  and  is  considered  in 
law  as  having  been  given  on  that  day.  And  the  first  day  of 
term  is  the  essoign  day,  for  the  quarto  die  post  is  only  a  day  of 
grace.  But  if  a  writ  be  returnable  on  the  second,  or  any  other 
return  day  of  the  term,  the  judgment  will  then  relate  to  that  re- 
turn day ;  for  till  the  return  of  the  writ,  the  judgment  cannot 
possibly  be  given. 

76.  Now  a  fine  being  considered  as  a  judgment,  must,  like 
all  other  judgments,  relate  to  the  first  day  of  the  term  in  which 
it  was  recorded,  if  the  writ  of  covenant  whereon  it  was  levied 
were  returnable  the  first  day  of  term  ;  otherwise  it  must  relate  to 
the  return  day  of  the  writ  of  covenant.  For  in  levying  a  fine 
there  was  no  continuance  of  process  to  retard  the  relation,  as  the 
Ucentia  concordandi  was  supposed  to  be  obtained  on  the  return 
of  the  writ  of  covenant,  and  the  concord  immediately  acknow- 
ledged. 

77.  In  support  of  this  proposition  I  shall  transcribe  a  case  re- 
ported by  Jenkins,  of  which,  I  presume,  the  authority  will  not 
be  disputed,  though  the  reporter  has  not  mentioned  when,  and 
by  what  Court,  it  was  determined. 

"  A.  covenants  with  B.  to  levy  a  fine,, Oct.  Michaelis  1  Car.  Jenk.260. 
A.  acknowledges  a  statute  to  C.  8th  October  same  year.  The 
fine  is  levied  according  to  the  covenant,  and  the  conusance  taken 
the  12th  of  October  aforesaid.  This  conusee  shall  avoid  the  said 
statute  by  relation  to  the  day  of  the  essoin ;  which  was  before 
the  said  8th  day  of  October." 

78.  In  a  note  of  Peere  Williams,  it  is  said,  that  if  A.  devises  Vol.  HI.  no. 
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land,  and  levies  a  fine^  and  the  caption  and  deed  of  naes  are  be- 
fore the  will,  but  the  writ  of  covenant  is  returnable  after  the  will, 
this  seems  a  revocation ;  because  a  fine  operates  as  such  from 
the  return  of  the  writ  of  covenant,  and  not  from  the  caption. 
And  yet  (says  the  reporter)  this  is  a  hard  case ;  since,  by  the 
caption,  the  party  conusor  does  all  his  part,  and  the  rest  is  only 
the  act  of  tlie  clerk,  or  his  attorney,  without  any  particular  in- 
structions from  the  party. 

79.  These  passages,  and  the  conclusions  drawn  from  the  rules 
by  which  all  other  judgments  are  construed,  seem  fully  to  prove 
that  a  fine,  whether  acknowledged  before  or  after  the  original 
writ  on  which  it  was  levied  is  sued  out,  begins  to  operate  from 
the  return  day  of  such  original  writ 

80.  When  fines  were  adopted  as  a  general  mode  of  assurance, 
it  became  neoessary  to  render  the  levying  of  them  a  matter  of  the 
most  public  notoriety,  on  account  of  those  whose  rights  might  be 
barred  by  not  making  their  claim  within  due  time.  For  this 
purpose  it  was  enacted  by  the  stat.  27  Ed.  L  c.  I.  that  the  notes 
of  all  fines  should  in  future  be  openly  read  in  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  at  two  certain  days  in  the  week ;  and  that  during 
such  reading  all  pleas  should  cease. 

81.  By  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  c.  24.  s.  1.  it  was  enacted,  ''That 
after  engrossing  of  every  fine,  it  should  be  read  and  proclaimed  in 
open  Court  the  same  term,  and  in  three  terms  then  next  follow- 
ing the  same  engrossing,  in  the  same  Court,  at  four  several  days 
in  each  term ;  and  in  the  same  time  that  it  was  so  read,  all  pleas 
to  cease.'' 

Since  the  making  of  this  act,  the  proclamations  were  en- 
dorsed on  the  foot  of  the  fine,  and  were  considered  as  matters  of 
record. 

82.  By  the  words  of  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.,  if  one  of  the  three 
terms  immediately  subsequent  to  that  in  which  a  fine  was  levied 
was  adjourned,  the  proclamations  would  have  been  inefiectual, 
and  this  defect  could  not  have  been  supplied  in  the  next  term. 
To  remedy  which,  a  statute  ^as  made,  1  Mary,  c.  7.  s.  2.  enact- 
ing, . ''  That  all  fines  whereupon  the  proclamations  should  not, 
by  reason  of  the  adjournment  of  any  term  by  writ,  be  duly  made, 
should  be  of  as  good  force,  effect,  and  strength,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  as  if  the  term  had  not  been  adjourned."    And  it 
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has  been  determined  by  all  tbe  Judges,  that  even  an  adjaurntnent  pyer,  186  a. 
of  part  of  a  term  was  proTided  for  by  this  aot ;  because  it  was  a  ^  "**•  ^^^' 
fayourable  law,  and  to  be  construed  by  equity. 

83.  By  the  tatote  31  Eliz.  c.  2.  it  was  enacted,  that  all  fines 
should  be  proclaimed  only  four  times ;  that  is  to  say,  once  in  the 
term  wherein  they  were  engrossed,  and  once  in  every  of  the  three 
terms  bolden  next  after  the  same  engrossing ;  and  that  evefy 
fine  proclaimed  as  aforesaid,  should  be  of  as  great  force  and  effeet 
in  law,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  if  the  same  had  been  six- 
teen times  proclaimed. 

84.  The  statute  of  4  Hen.  7.  directed  that  the  proclamations  Fyshe  v. 
should  be  made,  not  only  during  term,  but  also  in  Court,  at  the  Fi^wd.'265. 
time  when  the  Judges  were  sitting ;  so  that  if  the  proclamations  ^^*  ^^^  ^' 
appeared  to  have  been  made  out  of  term,  or  on  a  Sunday,  or  other 
festival,  on  which  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  did  not  sit,  the 
proclamations  would  be  all  void.  And  although  the  proclamations 

should  be  made  on  days  which  were  diesjuridici,  yet  if  the  con- 
trary appeared  on  record,  the  proclamations  would  be  void ;  as 
no  averment  could  be  admitted  against  the  record. 

85.  If  the  proclamations  on  a  fine  were  certified  in  a  certiorari  lUg«.Bowiey, 

-        .  ,        .  _.  lit  ./,  ,  3  Leon.  106. 

by  the  cmtos  arevium,  and  it  appeared  by  the  certificate  that  two 
of  the  proclamations  were  made  in  one  day,  a  new  certiorari 
might  be  directed  to  the  chirographer ;  and  if  he  certified  that 
the  proclamations  were  well  and  duly  made,  the  Court  directed 
the  proclamations  in  the  office  of  the  custos  brevium  to  be 
amended,  according  to  the  proclamations  in  the  chirographer's 
office ;  because  the  chirographer  made  the  proclamations,  and 
was  the  principal  officer  as  to  them ;  and  the  ctutos  brevium  had 
only  an  abstract  of  them. 

86.  An  error  in  the  proclamations  would  not  destroy  the  vali-  Dyer,  216  a. 
dity  of  a  fine,  for  it  would  still  enure  as  a  fine  at  common  law ;       u  t      . 
because  the  fine  taken  separately  was  one  perfect  matter  of  re- 
cord, before  the  proclamations  were  made,  which  bound  the  par- 
ties and  the  land ;  and  the  proclamations  were  distinct  and  dif- 
ferent from  the  fine,  they  and  the  fine  being  several  matters  of 

record :  for  which  reason  error  in  the  one  was  not  error  in  the 
other.  But  if  the  fine  was  erroneous,  the  proclamations  were 
then  void,  because  the  fine  was  the  principal. 

87.  When  a  fine  with  proclamations  is  given  in  evidence,  the  Bull.  N.  P. 
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proclamations  mnst  be  examined  by  the  roU^  because  the  chiro- 
grapher  is  not  appointed  by  the  statute  to  copy  the  proclama- 
tions, as  he  is  to  copy  the  foot  of  the  fine. 
Hodgeion,  ^^*  Since  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  fines  have  been  distinguished 

Cro.  Eliz.  692.    jjj^^  gj^gg  ^^  common  law,  and  fines  with  proclamations.    It  was 

in  the  election  of  every  person  who  levied  a  fine  to  have  it  pro- 
claimed in  the  usual  manner ;  and  if  the  cognizee  died  before  the 
Dyer,  264  a.      proclamations  were  made,  his  heirs  might  cause  the  fine  to  be 

proclaimed. 
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CHAP.  III. 


Several  sorts  of  lines. 


Sect.    1.  Fme$  executed  and  execu' 
fory« 
10.  FiMe  eurCogniztmce  deJOroii 
c^me  ceo,  tfc. 


Sbct.  16.  Sw   Cognixmee  de  Draii 

21.  Surccneeuit* 

26.  SurDoneyGrmU^andRefider. 


Section  I. 
Whensveb  a  judgment  is  obtained,  either  in  an  adverse  or  an  Fine*  ewcuted 

and  ejoecatory. 

amicable  suit^  the  next  step  is  to  procure  the  execution  of  it,  by 
obtaining  the  actual  possession  of  the  thing  recovered ;  and  for 
this  purpose  the  law  has  provided  that,  in  all  real  actions,  the 
person  who  recovers  shall  have  a  writ  of  habere  facias  semnam^ 
directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  the  lands  are  situ- 
ate, commanding  him  to  deliver  the  possession,  according  to  the 
judgment. 

2.  Fines  having  at  all  times  been  considered  as  judgments,  a 
writ  o(  habere  facias  seisinam  always  issued  to  put  the  party  who 
acquired  the  lands  by  a  fine,  into  possession  of  them.  When 
fines  became  common  assurances,  the  purchaser,  in  order  to 
avoid  the  trouble  and  expense  of  suing  out  a  writ  of  possession, 
had  in  many  instances  livery  of  seisin  given  him  in  the  country, 
and  for  his  further  assurance  obliged  the  vendor  to  covenant  that 
be  would  levy  a  fine  to  him ;  but  as  the  purchaser  was  already  in 
possession,  no  writ  of  habere,  S^c.  was  necessary. 

3.  This  practice  gave  rise  to  the  distinction  between  fines  ex-  Co.  Read.  2. 
ecuted,  and  fines  executory.  A  fine  executed  immediately  trans^ 

ferred  the  possession  from  the  cognizor  to  the  cognizee,  who 
might  therefore  enter  on  the  lands  which  had  been  conveyed  to 
him  by  the  fine,  as  soon  as  it  was  levied. 

A  fine  executory  did  not,  of  its  own  force,  give  actual  pos^ 
session  in  law  to  the  cognizee,  as  he  could  not  immediately 
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1  IdbU  320  a. 


GUb.  Ten.  102. 


2  lost.  469. 


Touch.  4. 


I  Rep.  97  a. 


Booth,  250. 
Pigot,  49. 
6  Rep.  68  a. 
Tiull.c.3. 


Fines  sur  cog- 
nizance de  droit 
come  ceo,  &c. 
2Coiam.  352. 


Title  XXXV.  Ftne.  Ch.  III.  s.  3—10. 

enter  on  the  lands ;  but  it  was  necessary  that  he  sboald  sue  out 
a  writ  of  habere  facias  sdsinam,  in  order  to  gain  possession  of 
that  which  he  had  acquired  by  the  fine. 

4.  The  cognizee  of  a  fine  could  not  however  distrain  before 
attornment,  because  an  avowry  came  in  lieu  of  an  action,  to 
which  privity  was  necessary:  for  the  same  reason  he  could  not 
have  an  action  of  waste,  a  writ  of  entry  ad  communem  kgem,  in 
consimili  cam,  or  tn  casu  profnso*  But  the  cognizee  might  take 
those  things  which  the  lord  could  seise,  or  enter  upon,  without 
bringing  any  action ;  as  a  heriot,  or  lands  fallen  by  escheat^  or 
might  enter  for  an  alienation  of  a  tenant  for  life. 

6.  Where  the  oognizee  of  a  fine  executory,  suAsred  a  year 
and  a  day  to  elapse  from  the  time  when  the  fine  was  levied, 
without  suing  out  a  writ  of  habere  facias  seisinam,  he  must  thea 
have  sued  out  a  writ  of  scire  facias,  which  might  also  be  sued  out 
by  his  heir. 

6.  By  this  latter  writ  the  sheriff  was  commanded  to  warn  the 
terre-tenants  to  appear  and  show  cause,  if  they  could,  why  the 
cognizee  of  the  fine,  or  his  heirs,  should  not  hare  execution  of 
the  fine.  And  if  at  the  return  of  the  scire  facias  the  terre-tenants 
did  not  show-  some  cause  to  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff  or  cognizee 
became  entitled  of  coarse  to  a  writ  of  habere,  Sfc. 

7.  If  the  party  to  whom  the  estate  was  limited  by  a  fine  exe- 
cutory, was  in  possession  at  the  time  when  such  a  fine  was 
levied,  he  need  not  have  sued  out  a  writ  of  habere  facias 
seisinam,  for  in  that  case  the  fine  would  enure  by  way  of  extin- 
guishment. 

8.  If  a  fine  executory  was  levied  of  a  reversion,  depending  on 
an  estate  for  life  or  years,  or  of  a  seigniory,  or  any  thing  which 
lay  in  grant,  they  would  pass  immediately ;  because  it  would  be 
impossible  to  give  actual  possession  of  them. 

9.  Since  the  statute  of  Uses,  27  Hen.  8.,  writs  of  possession 
were  never  sued  out  where  fines  were  levied  to  uses :  for  the 
statute  executing  the  possession  to  the  use,  the  cognizee  was  im- 
mediately in  possession  without  attornment  And  by  the  4th 
and  6th  Ann.  c.  16.  attornment  after  a  fine  became  unnecessary ; 
so  that  writs  of  possession  were  afterwards  totally  disused. 

10.  Fines  are  again  divided  into  four  sorts,  the  first  of  which 
is  called  a  fine  sur  cognizance  de  droit  come  ceo  qvfU  a  de  son  done* 
This  was  the  best  and  surest  kind  of  fine ;  for  the  deforciant. 
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iQ  order  to  keep  his  suppoaed  covenaDt  with  the  ptaintifTy  of 
coDveyiog  him  the  lands  io  question,  and  at  the  mme  time  to 
avoid  the  formality  of  an  actual  feoffment,  with  liv^  of  seisin^ 
acknowledged  in  Court  a  former  feoffment  or  gift  in  possesfiicm 
to  haye  been  made  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  so  that  it  was  ratiher 
an  acknowledgment  of  a  former  conveyance  thaA  a  conveyance 
originally  made ;  for  the  deforciant  acknowledged,  cognoscit,  the 
right  to  be  in  the  plaintiff  or  cognizee,  as  that  which  he  had 
de  son  done,  of  the  proper  gift  of  himself  the  cognizor» 

11.  This  species  of  fine  has  been  called  a  feoffment  of  record,  1  insu  50  b. 
bat  this  expression  is  by  no  means  correct ;  for  there  are  cases  3  Atk^Uh* 
in  which  a  feoffment  has  a  more  extensive  operation  than  a  fine ; 

and  therefore  Sir  William  Blackstone  has  justly  observed,  that  Tit  32.  c.  4. 
it  might  with  more  accuracy  be  called  an  acknowledgment  of  a 
feoffment  upon  record* 

12.  The  form  of  this  fine  was — *^  And  the  agreement  is  such, 
to  wit,  that  the  aforesaid  A.  hath  acknowledged  the  aforesaid 
manor,  8lc.  to  be  the  right  of  him  the  said  B.,  as  that  which 
the  said  B.  hath  of  the  gift  of  the  aforesaid  A. ;  and  that  he 
hath  remised  and  quit-claimed  from  him  the  said  A.  and  his 
heirs,  to  the  aforesaid  B.  and  his  heirs  for  ever.'' 

13.  This  species  of  fine  was  executed,  and  therefore  gave  the  Co.  Read.  2. 
cognizee  immediate  possession  of  the  land.    It  also  passed  an 

estate  in  fee  simple  without  the  word  heirs;  for  when  the  cognizor  1  jQgt.  9  b. 
acknowledged  the  lands  to  be  the  right  of  the  cognizee,  it  would 
be  repugnant  and  contradictory  to  his  own  acknowledgment  to 
claim  any  estate  in  the  lands,  in  remainder  or  reversion.  Besides, 
in  every  judgment  a  fee  simple  was  recovered ;  and  the  cogni- 
zance, or  acknowledgment  of  the  concord,  coming  in  the  place  of 
a  judgment,  must  have  the  same  effecL 

14.  But  if  the  concord  were  qualified  by  the  express  words  1  Salk.  340« 
of  the  parties,  as  if  the  lands  were  limited. to.  the  oognizee  for 

life,  or  to  the  cognizee  and  the  heira  of  his  body,  the  fine  would 
then  only  pass  an  estate  for  life  or  in  tail;  for  it  would  be  absurd 
that  a  greater  estate  should  pass  than  that  which  the  parties 
themselves  had  limited ;  and  the  preceding  donation  or  feoff- 
ment, which  was  acknowledged  in  the  fine,  might  as  weU  be  sup* 
posed  to  have  been  for  life,  or  in  tail,  as  in  fee. 

15.  A  rent  could  not  be  reserved  on  a  fine  sur  cognizance  de  droit  RoU.  Ab.  Tit 
come  ceo,  or  any  other  fine  which  was  executed ;  because,  as  the    '°  '    '^' 
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de  droit  tantam. 
1  Rap.  97  a« 


Co.  iUtd.  3. 


I1nd.6. 


Ibid.  3. 
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cognizance  supposed  a  preceding  gift,  the  cognizor  coald  not 
serve  to  himself  any  thing  out  of  the  lands  whereof  he  had  already 
conveyed  away  the  absolute  property ;  so  that  the  reddendum 
came  too  late,  when  a  precedent  absolute  gift,  without  any  such 
reservation,  was  before  acknowledged. 

16.  The  second  sort  of  fine  was  called  a  fine  sur  cognizance  de 
droit  tantum,  or  upon  acknowledgment  of  the  right  only,  with- 
out the  circumstance  of  a  preceding  gift  by  the  cognizor.  This 
species  of  fine  was  generally  used  to  pass  a  reversionary  interest, 
to  which  the  cognizor  was  entitled,  for  of  such  reversions  there 
could  be  no  feofiment  or  donation  with  livery  supposed ;  as  the 
freehold  and  possession,  during  the  particular  estate,  vested  in  a 
third  person. 

17.  This  fine  might  also  be  used  by  a  tenant  for  life,  in  order 
to  make  a  surrender  of  his  life  estate  to  the  person  in  remainder 
or  reversion ;  and  it  was  then  called  a  fine  upon  surrender. 

18.  The  form  of  this  fine  was — *'  And  the  agreement  is  such,  to 
wit,  that  the  aforesaid  A.  hath  acknowledged  the  aforesaid  tene- 
ments, &c.  to  be  the  right  of  the  said  B. ;  and  he  hath  granted, 
for  himself  and  his  heirs,  that  the  aforesaid  tenements  which 
W.  R.  and  M.  his  wife  hold  for  the  term  of  the  life  of  G.  of  the 
inheritance  of  the  said  A.  on  the  day  on  which  this  agreement 
was  made,  and  which,  after  the  decease  of  him  the  said  G.,  ought 
to  revert  to  the  said  A.  and  his  heirs,  shall,  after  the  decease  of 
the  said  G.,  entirely  remain  to  the  said  B.  and  his  heirs  for 


ever. 
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19.  This  fine  was  executory,  and  passed  an  estate  in  fee  sim- 
ple without  the  word  heirs.  It  seems  to  have  been  the  most  an- 
cient species  of  fine,  for  the  demandant  was  obliged  to  follow  the 
rules  of  law,  and  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  possession :  but  when  it 
became  usual  to  procure  a  feoffment  of  the  lands  first,  a  writ  of 
possession  was  unnecessary ;  which  probably  gave  rise  to  fines 
sur  cognizance  de  droit  come  ceo,  S^c. 

20.  If  there  were  tenant  for  life,  remainder  for  life,  and  th^ 
the  first  tenant  for  life  levied  a  fine  to  the  person  in  remainder, 
sur  cognizance  de  droit  tantum,  it  operated  as  a  surrender  of  his 
estate  for  life :  because  by  this  fine  the  tenant  for  life  acknow- 
ledged all  the  right  which  he  had  in  the  lands  to  belong  to  the 
person  in  remainder. 


ijk|. 
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21.  The  third  sort  of  fine  was  called  a  fine  sur  concessit;  where  Sur  concessit. 
the  cognizor^  in  order  to  make  an  end  of  aU  disputes^  though  he 
acknowledged  no  precedent  right  or  gift,  granted  to  the  cogni- 

zee  an  estate  de  novo,  by  way  of  supposed  composition ;  which 
might  be  either  an  estate  in  fee,  in  tail,  for  life,  or  even  for  years. 

22.  The  form  of  this  fine  is — **  And  the  agreement  is  such,  to 
wit,  that  the  aforesaid  A.  hath  granted  to  the  aforesaid  B.  the 
aforesaid  tenements,  8cc.,  to  hold  for  sixty-one  years."  It  is 
executory. 

23.  A  fine  sttr  concessit  would  not  be  allowed  to  be  levied  for 
the  purpose  of  passing  such  estate  as  the  party  might  have,  by 
the  description  of  aU  and  whatsoever  he  had  in  the  tene- 
ments, (a) 

24.  A  mstti  and  his  wife,  being:  seised  of  different  estates  in  Seymour  v. 

.  Barker, 

different  hereditaments,  and  intending  to  pass  them  all,  acknow-  2  Taunt.  198. 
ledged  the  concord  of  a  fine  sur  concessit ;  *^  to  hold  the  said  te- 
nements with  the  appurtenances,  to  the  cognizee  and  his  heirs, 
for  and  during  all  the  term,  and  other  estates,  and  all  and  what- 
soever else  the  said  S.  and  A.  had  in  the  tenements  aforesaid, 
with  appurtenances."  The  chirographer  of  fines  refused  to  make 
out  the  indentures,  alleging  that  the  limitation  must  be  certain, 
that  is^  to  the  cognizee  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  or  for  the  life  of  the 
tenant,  or  povr  outer  vie.    The  Court  refused  the  fine  to  pass. 

25.  The  fourth  sort  of  fine  was  called  a  fine  sur  done,  grant,  and  Sur  done, 

«  grant,  and 

render,  which  is  a  double  fine,  comprehending  the  fine  sur  cog--  render. 
nizance  de  droit  come  ceo,  Sfc,  and  the  fine  sur  concessit.  It  was 
used  in  order  to  create  particular  limitations  of  estates ;  whereas 
the  fine  sur  cognizance  de  droit  come  ceo,  S^c.,  conveyed  nothing 
but  an  absolute  estate,  either  of  inheritance,  or  at  least  of  free- 
hold ;  for  in  this  fine  the  cognizee,  after  the  right  was  acknow- 
ledged in  him,  rendered  or  granted  back  to  the  cognizor  some 
other  estate  in  the  lands. 

26.  The  form  of  this  fine  is — '^  And  the  agreement  is  such,  to 
wit,  that  the  aforesaid  A.  hath  acknowledged  the  aforesaid  tene- 
ments to  be  the  right  of  him  the  said  B.,  as  those  which  the  said 
B.  hath  of  the  gift  of  the  aforesaid  A.    And  those  he  hath  re- 

(a)  [In  Prideanx  pit.  Gifford,  def.  6  Taunt.  21.  the  Court  permitted  a  fine  9ur 
cmeeaH,  to  pass  which  comprised  an  estate  for  the  tives  of  two  and  the  survivor,  and  a 
oontinsent  reversion  in  fiee  in  the  same  tenements  on  the  failure  of  issue  of  the  conusors.] 
VOL.    V.  H 
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mised  and  quit-claimed  from  faimBelf  the  said  A.  and  bis  heirs 
for  ever  (narmnty  from  the  cognizor) ;  and  for  this  acknowledg- 
ment, remise,  quit-claim,  warranty,  fine,  and  agreement,  the 
said  B.  hath  granted  to  the  aaid  A.  the  aforesaid  tenements,  Scc. 
And  this  he  hath  rendered  to  him  in  the  same  court,  to  hold  the 
said  tenements  to  the  said  A.  and  the  heirs  of  hia  body." 
-  27.  In  a  fine  of  this  sort,  the  render  must  have  been  made 
of  the  lands  demanded  in  the  original  writ,  or  of  something  issu- 
ing out  of  those  lands.  Thus,  if  the  cognizance  he  made  of  the 
manor  of  Dale,  the  c<^nizee  could  not  make  a  render  of  the 
manor  of  Sale;  or  if  the  cognizance  were  made  of  the  third  part 
of  a  manor^  the  render  could  not  be  made  of  the  whole  manor; 
because  the  Court  could  only  determine  the  right  of  that  about 
which  the  parties  contended,  and  which  was  demanded  in  the 
original  writ.  Bnt  if  the  cognizor  acknowledged  all  his  right  in 
the  land  to  be  in  the  cognizee,  and  the  cognizee  in  return  granted 
and  rendered  to  the  cognizor  a  particular  estate  in  the  land,  or 
a  rent,  or  common  out  of  it,  the  render  was  good  ;  because  the 
determination  entirely  referred  to  the  things  in  dispute ;  one 
party  taking  the  ultimate  property  in  the  land,  and  the  other  a 
particular  estate  in  it :  all  which  was  comprehended  in  the  ori- 
ginal writ. 

28.  It  followed  from  the  same  principle,  that  the  lands  must 
be  rendered,  in  the  first  instance,  to  some  person  named  in  the 
original  writ.  But  kq  estate  might  he  rendered,  by  way  of  ^e^ 
mainder,  to  a  person  not  named  in  the  original  writ,  as  well  as  in 
any  other  kind  of  concord. 

29.  A  fine  sur  done,  grant,  and  render,  waa  executed  as  to  the 
fiftt  part,  and  executory  as  to  the  second  ;  fi»  if  the  first  part 
were  not  executed,  it  would  be  void ;  as  the  cognizee  conid  have 
nothing  to  render  to  the  cognizor,  till  he  was  in  possession. 

30.  In  a  fine  of  this  kind  the  cognizee  had  only  a  seisin  of  an 
it  of  that  which  be  rendered  :  which  would  not  entitle  his 
to  dower.  But  still  it  was  settled,  that  it  operated  as  a 
lent  and  re-en  feoffment,  and  gave  a  new  estate. 

This  species  of  fine  being  generally  used  to  create  partica- 
nitations  of  estates,  is  construed  rather  as  a  private  deed  or 
yance,  than  as  a  j  udgment  in  an  adversary  suit ;  and  there- 
needed  not  have  saeh  a  precise  form  as  other  fines. 
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32.  Husband  and  wife  levied  a  fine  to  A.  and  B.  and  the  heirs  Tey's  case, 
of  A.  of  the  manor  of  Layer  de  la  Hay,  Layer  Britton,  and  several 

other  manors,  and  of  a  great  number  of  acres  of  land,  meadow, 
pasture.  Sec.  in  those  manors  ;  in  which  several  grants  and  ren- 
ders were  made.  In  the  third  render  the  manors  of  Layer  de  la 
Hay,  Layer  Britton,  et  tenementa  prc&dicta  in  Layer  de  la  Hay  and 
Layer  Britton,  were  granted  and  rendered  to  the  husband  and  wife, 
and  to  the  heirs  of  the  husband  ;  and  by  the  fourth  render,  115 
acres  of  land  in  Layer  Britton  were  granted  and  rendered  to  the 
wife  in  tail.  After  the  death  of  the  husband,  his  brother  and 
heir  brought  a  writ  of  error,  and  assigned  for  error  the  repug- 
nancy between  the  third  and  fourth  render;  for  by  the  third 
render,  all  the  lands  in  Layer  Britton  were  granted  to  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  and  to  the  heirs  of  the  husband  \  and  by  the 
fourth  render,  part  of  the  same  tenements  were  granted  to  the 
wife  in  tail :  so  that  the  same  lands  were  granted  to  two  different 
persons,  which  was  repugnant  and  erroneous.  And  it  was  ob- 
served, that  a  fine  was  of  the  same  nature  with  a  judgment,  and 
that  Bracton  says — Oportet  ut  res  certa  deducatur  in  judicium. 

The  Conrt  resolved,  that  the  fourth  render,  as  to  that  which 
was  contained  in  the  third  render,  should  be  of  the  same  condi- 
tion and  quality  in  construction,  as  a  charter  or  other  conveyance 
between  party  and  party,  and  need  not  have  such  a  precise  form 
as  a  writ  of  judgment ;  and  therefore  that  the  fourth  render  was 
good,  and  should  invalidate  the  third  render  as  to  the  116  acres. 

33.  If  lands  were  rendered  by  fine  to  a  person  and  his  heirs,  1  R«p*  156  a. 
the  lands  were  thereby  immediately  bound.    And  though  the 

perMtai  to  whom  tbe  render  was  made  died  before  execution,  yet 
his  heir  would  have  the  lands ;  for  the  fine  having  been  levied  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  parties,  the  lands  were  so  bound  by  it,  that  it 
coold  not  be  altered.    And  a  declaration  of  the  uses  of  a  fine  J«>>^i°s«  «• 

Chaunteiy, 

of  thie  kind,  which  was  contrary  to  the  grant  and  render,  was  Ciayt.  94. 
Toid. . 


H  2 


In  what  Courts  Fines  might  be  levied,  and  be/ore  whom 
acknowledged. 


1.  fWxrv^MUjr  Unitd  noJI 

C<wrli. 
4.  CaHrt  of  Coimimi  Pteai. 
8.  Ciwrl  af  t\t  CoMty  of  hn- 

10.  Cntrt     nf    tJu   Comity    ^ 

CiMf«r,  Ib^ort  »  Julg, 
1810.] 

11.  CoMTt  pftkt  Citg  qfChafrr. 
IS.  Courl  4/*  li«  CMM(y  «/'i>Kr- 

lum. 
13.  C<ntri<  q/"  Grral  SmUnu  m 
IFalM,  [ii<ftre  SS  Juh), 
1830]. 


Sbct.  14.  Ctmi^theltlevf^. 

16.  CaurU  ^  toMiait  Demeau. 

ir.  Cnn-ff  0/ CiftM,  4rc. 

10.  WhomigUtakethtAdenm- 

Udgment  ^  FiatM. 
10.  C&i<^  JwtiM  a/  (ic  CMi- 

MwPfnu. 
31.  CMtMuriMuri  aader  a  Ifnt 

SI.  Hob    tic    .iffauwIn^VMaf 

Kiu  tube  etrUfUd. 
44.  RKlet  <t/'  Ciwrl  m  (Ui  mi&- 

SS.  Jiutitts  of  Wale*. 


j^J^*"y  A  FINE  being  a  compoBition  of  a  suit  commenced  for  the  n- 
coum.  covery  of  real  property,  it  might  origiaally  have  been  levied  in 

any  court  that  had  jurisdiction  to  hold  pleas  of  land.  Accord- 
ingly, it  appears,  that  in  the  early  ages  of  the  law,  when  courts 
were  more  numerous,  and  their  juriadiction  more  extensive  than 
at  present,  fines  were  frequently  levied  in  courts  baron,  hundred 
hI^U'^h^'  '""'  *'""^'  ^°^  county  courts.  And  in  Dugdale's  Origims  Juri- 
151.  diciales,  92.,  there  is  a  record  of  a  fine  which  was  levied  in  the 

'      county  court  of  Nottingham,  in  the  reign  of  King  John. 

?"^s(£l^3  2.  Fines  were  also  levied  in  all  the  courts  at  Westminster,  and 

MttdoT,  Form,    even  before  the  King  himself,  as  appears  from  a  great  number  of 

"^ '    "*      '  records  which  have  been  published  in  Spelman's  Glossary,  and 

by  Dugdale  and  Madox. 

From  the  time  of  the  appointment  of  justices  in  eyre,  by 
Henry  II.,  fines  were  usually  levied  before  them,  on  ac- 
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count  of  the  pre-eminence  of  their  courts  over  the  county  courts : 
and  Madox  has  preserved  several  concords  of  fines  which  are  ex-  ^^"^e^e^?  9 
pressed  to  have  been  levied  coram  Abbate  de  Evesham,  Johanne  Roll  Ab.Tit. 

Finp    O 

de  Munmuly  Sfc,  Justiciariis  itinerantibus. 

4.  In  consequence  of  the  fixed  residence  of  Court  of  Common  Court  of  Com- 

^  1  /•      1     ^^^  Pleas. 

Pleas  at  Westminster  by  Magna  Charia,  fines  were  thenceforth  4  Inst.  99. 
usually  levied  in  that  court;  because  therein  only  could  real 
actions  be  commenced.  If,  however,  a  record  was  removed 
by  writ  of  error  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  into  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  a  composition  of  the  suit  might 
take  place  there ;  by  which  means  a  fine  might  be  levied  in 
that  court. 

6.    It  was  enacted  by  the  statute  De  modo  levandi   fines,  2lnst.6io. 

515. 

tbat  fines  should  be  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Co.  Read.  a. 
or  before  justices  in  eyre,  and  not  elsewhere ;  and  that  a  fine 
must  be  levied,  ^t  the  least,  before  fojar  justices  in  the  Bench, 
or  in  eyre,  and  not  otherwise.  But  Lord  Coke  says,  the  latter 
part  of  this  statute  was  repealed  by  the  stat.  4  Hen.  7. ;  so  that 
a  fine  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  before  two  jus- 
tices, was  considered  to  be  equally  valid,  as  if  all  the  judges 
were  present. 

6.  An  opinion  is  advanced  by  Lord  Coke,  that  a  fine  could  not  idem. 
be  levied,  so  as  to  have  the  force  of  a  final  concord,  in  any  court 

but  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  and  therefore  that  the  King 
could  not,  in  contradiction  to  this  negative  statute,  grant  a  power 
to  hold  pleas  for  the  purpose  of  levying  fines.  He  seems  also  to 
have  been  of  opinion,  that,  since  this  statute,  fines  could  not  be 
levied  in  any  inferior  court,  unless  the  privilege  of  holding  such 
court  had  been  confirmed  by  act  of  Parliament.  But  this  is 
certainly  a  mistake ;  for  fines  [might,  untiF  recent  statutes]  be 
levied  in  inferior  courts,  as  will  be  shown  in  a  subsequent  part  of 
this  chapter. 

7.  The  counties  palatine  of  Lancaster,  Chester,  and  Durham, 
having  courts  of  their  own,  the  King's  ordinary  writs  did  not 
run  there ;  so  that  fines  could  not  be  levied  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  of  lands  situate  in  those  coun- 
ties ;  but  fines  might,  until  recently,  be  levied  in  the  courts  of 
those  counties,  under  the  authority  of  the  following  statutes. 

8*  It  is  enacted  by  the  stat.  37  Hen.  8.  c.  19.  that  all  fines  Court  of  the 
levied  before  the  justices  of  the  county  palatine  of.  Lancaster,  caster!  ^ 
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commonly  c»lled  juBtices  of  assize  at  Lanctster,  or  before  one  oF 
them,  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  other  hereditaments,  lying,  or 
being  within  the  said  county  palatineof  Lancaster, which  should 
be  openly  read  and  proclaimed  three  several  days  in  open  ses- 
sions, in  the  preaeace  of  the  justices  of  sssize  at  Lancaster,  or 
one  of  them,  for  the  time  being,  and  also  that  should  be  openly 
proclaimed,  in  the  same  manner,  at  the  two  next  general  sessioBS 
that  should  be  holden  in  the  said  county  palatine  of  Lancasto', 
at  three  sereral  days  in  either  of  the  said  two  sessions,  after  snob 
maDoer  and  form  as  was  commonly  used  in  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  at  Westminster,  ^ould  be  of  like  force,  strength,  and 
effect  in  law,  to  all  intents,  effects,  constructions,  and  pnrpoees, 
as  fines  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

9.  If  a  fine  was  found  by  verdict  to  have  been  levied  before 
the  justices  of  the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster,  without  finding 
who  those  justices  were,  and  whether  they  had  power  to  take 
fines  or  not,  the  court  presumed  themto  be  such  justices  as  had 
power  by  statute  to  take  fines  in  the  county  palatine  of  Lancas- 
ter, if  the  contrary  did  not  appear. 

10.  By  the  statute  2  8c  3  Edw.  6.  c.  38.  it  was  enacted,  that  aU 
fines  levied  or  acknowledged  before  the  high  justice  of  the  oounty 
palatine  of  Chester,  or  before  the  deputy  or  lieutenant  justice 
there,  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  other  hereditaments,  lying  or 
being  within  the  said  county  palatine  of  Chester,  which  shoold 
he  openly  read  and  proclaimed  three  several  days  in  the  op^ 
sessions,  in  the  presence  of  the  justice  of  the  said  county  palatine 
of  Chester,  or  before  the  deputy  or  lieutenant  justice  there,  *i 
the  same  sessions  that  the  same  fine  should  be  engrossed,  and 
also  that  should  be  openly  read  and  proclaimed  in  the  Eame  man- 
ner at  the  two  nest  general  sessions  that  should  be  holden  in  the 
said  county  palatine  of  Chester,  next  after  the  levying  and  en-' 
grossing  such  fine,  at  three  several  days  in  either  of  the  said  two 
sessions,  after  such  manner  and  form  as  was  commonly  used  in 
the  King's  Courts  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  should  be 
of  like  force,  strength,  and  effect  in  law,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, as  fines  duly  levied  with  proclamations  before  the  King's 
Justices  of  his  Common  Pleas. 

1 1.  By  the  statute  43  EUz.  c.  16.  s.  3.  it  was  enacted,  that  it 
should  be  lawful  for  all  persons,  upon  any  original  writ  or  writs 
of  covenant,  or  any  other  original  writ  or  writs,  whereupon  fines 
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had  been  usually  levied^  to  be  purchased  out  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer within  the  county  palatine  of  Chester,  returnable  before 
the  mayor  of  the  city  of  Chester  in  the  Portmoot  Court,  to  be 
holden  within  the  said  city^  to  levy  any  fine  or  fines  of  any  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  lying  or  being  within  the  county 
of  the  city  of  Chester,  before  the  mayor  of  the  said  city,  in  the 
said  Portmoot  Court,  in  such  manner  and  form  as  fines  might  be 
levied  before  the  high  justice  of  the  county  palatine  of  Chester; 
and  that  the  mayor  of  the  said  city  should  have  full  power  and 
authority  to  receive  and  record  all  and  every  such  fine  and  fines ; 
and  that  all  and  every  such  fine  and  fines  which  should  be  so 
levied,  and  which  should  be  openly  read  and  proclaimed  before 
the  mayor  of  the  said  city,  in  the  said  Portmoot  Court,  once  at 
the  same  court-day  that  the  said  fine  should  be  engrossed,  and 
once  at  every  of  the  nine  next  court-days  of  Portmoot  next  after 
the  levying  and  engrossing  of  such  fine,  should  be  of  like  force, 
strength,  and  effect  in  law,  to  all  intents,  constructions,  and 
purposes,  as  fines  duly  levied  with  proclamations  before  the  said 
high  justice  of  Chester,  (a) 

12.  By  the  statute  5  Eliz.  c.  27.  it  was  enacted,  that  all  fines  Court  of  the 

couDty  palfttiiM 

levied  before  the  justice  or  justices  of  the  county  palatine  of  of  Dvrham. 
Durham,  for  the  time  being,  authorized  for  that  purpose,  of  any 
lands,  tenements,  or  other  hereditaments,  lying  or  being  within 
the  said  county  palatine  of  Durham,  which  should  be  openly 
read  and  proclaimed  two  several  days  in  the  open^ -sessions,  in 
the  presence  of  the  justices  of  assize  at  Durham,  or  one  of  them, 
at  the  same  sessions  that  the  same  fine  should  be  engrossed^  and 
also  that  should  be  openly  read  and  proclaimed  in  the  same 
manner  at  the  two  next  general  sessions  that  should  he  holden 
in  the  county  palatine  of  Durham  next  after  the  levying  or  en- 
grossing of  such  fine,  should  be  of  the  same  force,  strength,  and 
effect  in  law,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  fines  duly  levied 
with  proclamations  before  the  Queen's  justices  of  the  Common 
Pleas  at  Westminster. 

(a)  [By  the  ttaL  11  Geo.  4.  and  1  Will.  4.  c.  70.  s.  29.  the  separate  jurisdiction 
of  the  county  palatine  of  Chester,  and  the  principality  of  Wales  was  abolished,  and  fines 
and  recoveries  of  lands  there  were  afterwards  levied  and  suffered  in  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  at  Westminster.  See  Evans  demand.  &c.  9  Bing.  31.  But  now  by  the 
statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  fines  and  recoveries  are  abolished  from  the  31st  day  of 
December,  1833,  and  more  simple  modes  of  aasttranoe  substituted  in  lefarenee  to  all 
aods  in  England  and  Wales,  but  the  act  does  not  generally  relate  to  la^ids  in  IieUad.] 
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CouriiofGrwrf      13.  Upon  the  reduclion  of  Wales,  courts  of  justice  were 
Wale*.  erected  there,  in  which  all  pleas  of  real  and  personal  aclions 

were  to  be  held ;  and  fines  of  lands  situate  there,  were  levied  in 
those  courts  under  the  authority  of  the  statute  34  Ec  35  Hen.  8. 
c.  26.  B.  41.,  by  which  it  was  enacted,  that  all  fines  leried  before 
the  justices  of  Wales,  of  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments 
situate  within  their  jurisdiction,  with  proclamations  made  the 
same  session  that  the  said  fine  should  be  en^osaed,  and  in  the 
two  other  great  sessions  then  next  to  be  liolden  within  the  same 
county,  should  be  of  the  same  force  and  effect,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  as  fines  levied  with  proclamations  were  of,  that  were 
levied  before  the  justices  of  the  Common  Pleas  of  England,  (a) 
Court  of  ibe  14.  The  isle  of  Ely  is  a  royal  franchise;  the  bishop  having, 

4  ]nii.  280.  by  a  grant  from  King  Henry  I.,  jura  regalia,  whereby  he  exer- 
cises both  a  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  ;  and  therefore  fines 
were  formerly  levied  in  a  court  held  by  the  bishop's  justices,  of 
3E«u.l3G.  ajl  lands  »tuate  within  that  fmnchise :  [but  oflate  years  it  seems 
to  have  been  the  more  general  practice  to  levy  fines,  and  suffer 
recoveries  of  lands  widtin  the  franchise  of  Ely,  in  the  Court  of 
C.  B.,  at  Westminster.] 

15.  It  has  been  stated  that  tenants  in  ancient  demesne  could 
not  sue  or  be  sued  for  their  lands  in  the  King's  courts,  but  had 
*he  privilege  of  having  justice  administered  to  ihem  in  the  court 

r  the  manor  of  which  their  lands  were  held,  by  writ  of  droit 
'ose  directed  to  the  lord  of  that  manor.  In  consequence  of  this 
liviiege,  no  fine  levied  at  Westminster  of  lands  held  in  ancuent 
emesne  was  [until  the  recent  statute  3  El  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.] 
ilid,  for  that  would  be.  a  wrong  to  the  lord  of  whom  the  lands 
ere  holden,  as  they  would  by  that  means  become  frank  fee,  and 
ot  afterwards  impleadable  in  his  court.  But  as  such  tenants 
ere  allowed  to  prosecute  real  actions  in  the  court  of  the  manor, 
ley  were  also  permitted  to  compound  their  suits  Uiere;  by 
hich  means  fines  have  at  all  times  been  levied  of  lands  held  in 
icient  demesne,  upon  little  writs  of  right  close,  in  the  court  of 
le  manor. 

16.  It  was  found,  by  special  verdict,  that  the  lands  in  ques- 
on  were  held  of  the  manor  of  Wormelow,  which  was  de  antiquo 

(a)  [ThU  in  no*  repealed  by  lUL  11  Om.  4.  aDd  1  Will.  4.  c.  70.  Vid.  up. 
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dominico  corona  domini  regis  et  antecessorum  suorum,  impleadable 
in  the  court  of  the  manor  per  parvum  breve  de  recto  clauso,  coram 
seneKhalh  sectatoribus  et  domesmen  ejusdem  maneriif  sive  eorum 
locum  tenent.  et  attomat.  And  that  upon  writs  of  right  close,  fines 
bad  been  time  out  of  mind  levied,  and  leviable  in  the  same  court. 
That  Thomas  Guillym  was  seised  in  tail  of  the  said  lands,  and 
being  so  seised,  in  22  Cha.  1.  a  fine  was  levied  in  the  said  court, 
secundum  consuelud,  pradict.,  before  A.  B.  locum  tenent.  W.  Kyrh 
senachalli  et  R.  attomat.  J.  S.  jy  W.  attomat.  J.  N.  ad  tunc  sec- 
tator.  et  domesmen  ejusdem  curia.  Then  the  fine  was  set  forth, 
which  appeared  to  have  been  levied  before  the  attorneys  of 
the  suitors,  in  placito  conventionis  secundum  consuetudinem  ma- 
neriiSfc. 

It  was  determined  by  Lord  Holt  and  the  other  Judges,  that  a 
fine  might  be  levied  of  lands  held  in  ancient  demesne,  in  the 
court  of  the  manor,  though  it  was  not  a  court  of  record ;  because 
it  was  but  agreeable  to  the  power  of  that  court  in  other  instances, 
for  they  might  proceed  to  try  the  mise  joined  in  a  writ  of  right 
close,  which  was  of  a  higher  nature  than  a  fine :  whereas,  in  all  '^y*'*  ^^^  ^ 
other  inferior  courts,  on  the  mise  joined,  the  cause  must  be  re- 
moved into  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  by  recordari.    And  the 
statute  18  £dw.  1.  de  modo  kmndifinesy  was  but  declaratory  of  ^^^;^'  ^^* 
the  common  law,  and  was  made  to  rectify  a  mistake,  that  fines* 
were  leviable  in  inferior  courts,  upon  bills  or  plaints,  which  could 
not  be,  either  by  grant  or  custom,  by  reason  of  the  negative 
words  of  that  statute.     But  this  did  not  extend  to  courts  of  an- 
cient demesne,  for  then  the  statute  18  Edw.  I.  would  make  fines 
of  those  lands  leviable  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  which 
was  not  the  case ;  such  fines  being  reversible  by  the  lord.    So 
that  tenants  in  ancient  demesne  would   be  under  a  double  Infta.c.i4. 
disadvantage ;   for  a   fine  could   not  be  levied  of  their  lands 
in  any  court.    This  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  ^]^~g^*-*° 
Lords,  (a) 

17.  Fines  might  also  be  levied  in  the  courts  of  cities  and  cor-  Of  "^f  *«»^ 

id  corporate  towns. 

porate  towns,  where  such  courts  had  power  to  hold  pleas  of  land.  Form.  Adb^ 
Thus,  Madox  has  published  a  record  of  a  fine  levied  in  the  town 


(«)  [The  ttaU  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  ss.  4,  5,  6.  contains  important  provisions 
respecting  fines  levied  and  reco?eries  suffered  of  lands  of  the  tenure  of  ancient  demesne, 
vide  supra,  vol.  1.  p.  38.  note  to  sect.  35.] 
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court  of  the  city  of  CovcDtiy^  before  the  mayor  aad  baili& ;  and 
also  a  fine  levied  in  the  court  of  Fordwick,  to  which  King  Henry 
VIII.  was  a  party. 

A  fine  <^  this  kind  was,  however,  void,  and  might  be  re- 
versed, unless  it  appeared,  that  the  oourt  had  a  power  of  taking 
fines. 

Whale!  "'  ^^'  ^^^  ^"^  ^^  ^""^^  ^  reverse  a  fine  levied  in  Shrewsbury, 

Cro.  KHz.  314.   before  the  bailiffs  there,  the  first  error  assigned  was,  that  it  did 

not  appear  they  had  any  authority  to  take  fines ;  and  they  couhl 
not  have  it  by  prescription,  or  by  general  words  io  the  King's 
grant 

The  Court  said,  the  fine  was  void :  it  not  appearing  by  what 
authority  it  was  levied ;  for  it  was  in  derogation  of  the  Crown, 
and  of  its  profits  pro  licentia  concordandi. 
Ac  wknow.**^*  19.  With  respect  to  the  persons  who  might  take  the  acknow- 
ledgment of  ledgment  (a)  of  fines,  it  appears  that  originally  those  who  were  de- 
sirous of  levying  fines,  acknowledged  the  concord  in  person,  in 
open  court.  And  [until  abolished  by  the  recent  statute,  fines 
continued  to  be  occasionally]  acknowledged  in  the  same  man- 
ner ;  the  parties  appearing  personally  at  the  bar  of  the  Coart  of 
Common  Pleas.  But  fines  might  be  and  frequently  were  ac- 
knqwledged  out  of  couil. 

Se'co^ln  "^      2°-  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^^^  ^f  *®  ^^^^  ^^  Common  Pleas  might 
Pleas.  alone  take  the  acknowledgment  of  fines  out  of  court ;  a  privi- 

2  Inst.  512 '  lege  peculiar  to  that  office,  which  seems  to  be  derived  from  cus- 
tom and  usage ;  for  it  does  not  appear  that  this  power  is  given 

Dyer.  220  b.      by  ^ny  Statute.     But  if  the  Chief  Justice  were  a  party  to  the 

writ,  he  could  not  take  the  acknowledgment  of  the  fine,  quia 
Judex  in  proprid  causA,  A  rule  which  extends  to  all  other  judges 
and  commissioners. 

u^ef  a'trif  of       2 1 .  The  great  inconvenience  of  compelling  old  and  infirm  per- 

dedinius.  gons  to  travel  from  the  most  remote  parts  of  the  kingdiMn  to 

Westminster,  produced  a  regulation  usually  called  the  statute  of 

16  £dw.  2.        Carlisle,  but  which,  in  fact,  is  a  writ  addressed  by  King  Edward 

11.  to  the  judges,  for  their  government  in  taking  the  acknow- 

(a)  [The  statutes  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  for  abolishing  fines  and  recoveries,  and  for 
substituting  more  simple  modes  of  assurance,  provides  (sect.  79  to  89  inclusive)  for  the 
form  and  mode  of  acknowledgment  by  maitied  women  convvyiog  under  the  aet.  The 
general  rules  made  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  reference  to  the  above  pfoviaigBS 
of  the  act,  wHl  be  found  in  the  Appendix  to  this  volume.] 
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kdgroent  of  fines ;  ordainmg,  that  all  parties  wbo  would  ac« 
knowledge  or  render  their  rights  or  tenements  to  another  by  fine, 
should  appear  personally  before  iJie  justices  ;  so  that  their  age^ 
idiocy,  or  any  other  defect,  might  be  judged  of  by  them.  "  Pro- 
vided notwithstanding,  that  if  any  person  be,  by  age  or  impo- 
tence, decrepit,  or  by  casualty  so  oppressed  and  withholden, 
that  by  no  means  he  is  able  to  come  before  you  in  our  court, 
then  in  such  case  we  will  that  two  or  more  of  you,  by  assent  of 
the  residue  of  the  bench,  shall  go  unto  the  party  so  diseased, 
and  shaU  receive  his  cognizance,  upon  that  plea  and  form  of 
plea  that  be  hath  in  our  court,  whereupon  the  same  fine  ought 
to  have  been  levied  :  and  if  there  go  but  one,  he  shall  take  with 
him  an  abbot,  a  prior,  or  a  knight,  a  man  of  good  fame  and 
credit,  and  shall  certify  you  thereof  by  the  record,  so  that  aU 
things  incident  to  the  same  fine  being  examined  by  him  or  them, 
the  same  fine,  according  to  our  former  ordinance,  may  be  law- 
fully levied." 

22.  In  consequence  of  this  regulation,  a  special  commission 
issued  out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  called  a  writ  of  dedimus 
potestatem,  directed  to  a  certain  number  of  commissioners,  re- 
citing that  a  writ  of  covenant  was  depending  before  the  Justices 
of  the  Coart  of  Common  Pleas,  between  certain  persons  thejrein 
named,  who  were  incapable,  from  infirmity,  of  appearing  per- 
sonally before  the  Court,  and  authorizing  the  cojomiissioners  to 
take  the  acknowledgment  of  the  said  parties  concerning  the 
matters  contained  in  the  writ;  and  directing  them  to  certify 
such  acknowledgment,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  to  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas. 

23.  It  has  been  stated,  that  by  the  statute  43  Eliz.  fines  AB(e,€.  ii. 
might  be  levied  in  the  court  of  the  county  of  the  city  of  Chester. 

By  the  5tb  section  of  that  statute  it  is  enacted,  that  upon  all 
original  writs  purchased  out  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  of  the 
county  of  Chester,  for  the  levying  of  any  fine  or  fines  within 
the  city  of  Chester,  the  mayor  of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being 
should  have  full  power  and  authority  to  award  and  send  for 
such  like  writ  or  writs,  process  or  precepts  a(  dedimus  potestatem, 
to  any  two  or  more  sufficient  persons,  authorizing  them  to 
receive  and  take  the  acknowledgment  of  such  person  or  persons 
as  should  be  willing  to  levy  such  fine  or  fines,  and  by  reason 
of  sickness  or  other  reasonable   impediment  could   not  come 
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in  person  before  the  said  mayor  to  make  such  acknowledg- 
ment 
?v^^^^'  24.  The  statute  of  Carlisle  only  gives  authority  to  two  of  the 

justices,  or  to  one  of  them,  attended  by  an  abbot  or  knight,  to 
take  the  acknowledgment  of  fines.  Bat  notwithstanding  this 
restriction,  writs  of  dedimus  potestatem  were  frequently  directed 
to  persons  of  inferior  quality ;  from  whence  many  abuses  arose, 
Wib.  96.  which  gave  rise  to  a  rule  of  court  made  in  43  Eliz.,  by  which  it 

was  ordered,  that  no  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem,  directed  to  com- 
missioners to  take  the  acknowledgment  of  any  fine,  should  be 
received  or  recorded,  unless  the  acknowledgment  was  taken  by 
some  of  the  justices  of  the  one  bench  or  other,  or  barons  of 
the  Exchequer,  or  Serjeants  at  law,  or  knight  who  was  of  the 
quorum.  Custom,  however,  so  far  prevailed  against  the  positive 
authority,  both  of  the  statute  and  of  this  rule,  that  although  a 

4Bing.  750.       knight  was  always  named  in  a  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem,  yet 

he  seldom  was  one  of  those  who  took  the  acknowledgment  of 
a  fine. 

Dyer,  224  b.  26.  The  judges  of  assizes  might,  in  their  circuits,  ycr  consue- 

tudinem  regni,  take  the  acknowledgment  of  fines,  without  any 
writ  of  dedimus  potestatem:  on  account  of  the  great  confidence 
which  the  law  places  in  their  judgment  and  integrity,  (a)  In 
such  cases,  however,  a  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem.  ought  to  have 
been  sued  out,  bearing  date  before  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
fine ;  although,  if  the  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem  be  tested  after 
the  date  of  the  acknowledgment,  still  the  fine  would  have  been 
supported. 

Aigenton  ».  26.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  reverse  a  fine,  and  the  error 

Ci9.  £liz.  275.  assigned  was,  that  it  appeared  upon  record  that  the  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  fine  was  taken  by  Chief  Baron  Manwood,  on 
the  27th  of  March,  and  the  writ  of  covenant  and  dedimus  po- 
testatem were  tested  on  the  9th  of  April,  so  that  the  acknow- 
ledgment  was  taken  without  any  authority ;  and  by  the  statute 
23  Eliz.  the  day  of  the  acknowledgment  ought  alwayft  to  be 
certified  ;  but  the  Court  over-ruled  this  objection,  saying  it  was 
good  enough,  and  that  otherwise  they  should  reverse  many  fines. 

(a)  There  is  a  petition  in  Uie  Rolls  of  Parliament,  28  £dw.  3.  No.  26.  vol.  2. 
p.  261.  from  tlte  Commons  beyond  Trent,  prayiDg  that  a  justice  of  one  or  the  other 
bench  should  come  twice  each  year  into  th^r  counties,  to  take  the  acknowledgment  of 
fines. — Note  to  former  edition. 
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27.  By  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  made  in  iBos.&Pui. 

362. 

Michaelmas  term,  39  Geoi  3.,  reciting,  that  the  Lord  High 
Chancellor  had  been  pleased  to  direct  that  no  writ  of  dedimu^ 
potestatem,  to  be  executed  in  -England,  should  issue*  under  the 
great  seal,  directed  to  any  persons  except  the  judges,  Serjeants 
at  law,  barristers  of  five  years  standing,  or  solicitors  or  attorneys 
of  some  of  the  courts  in  Westminster  Hall,  the  Judges  of  the 
coorts  of  Session  and  Exchequer,  advocates  and  clerks  to  the 
signet  of  five  years  standing  in  Scotland ;  it  was  ordered,  that 
from  and  after  the  last  day  of  the  said  Michaelmas  term,  no  fine 
should  be  suffered  to  pass,  unless  the  caption  of  such  fine  were 
before  one  of  the  justices  or  barons  of  his  Majesty's  courts  of 
record  in  Westminster  Hall,  or  one  of  the  Serjeants  at  law,  unless 
an  affidavit  were  made  and  filed,  stating,  that  the  commissioners 
taking  the  same  were,  to  the  best  of  the  deponent's  information 
and  belief,  either  barristers  of  five  years  standing,  or  solicitors  in 
some  of  the  courts  of  Westminster  Hall,  the  Judges  of  the  Courts 
of  Session  and  Exchequer,  or  advocates  and  clerks  to  the  signet 
of  five  years  standing  in  Scotland. 

28.  It  was  the  duty  of  all  those  who  were  appointed  com- 
missioners in  a  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem,  to  inform  themselves, 
by  means  of  some  people  of  credit,  that  the  persons  who  ac- 
knowledged a  fine  before  them  were  really  the  parties  named  in 
the  original  writ  They  should  also  have  been  extremely  at- 
tentive in  examining  whether  there  were  any  married  woman,  4B'mg.75i. 
infant,  idiot,  or  lunatic,  among  the  parties  to  the  fine;  as  they  infra, c.5.'s.ii. 
were  liable  to  be  severely  punished  by  the  Court  of  Common 

Pleas  for  any  fraud  or  wilful  neglect  in  the  execution  of  their  ^^^^^' 
office, 

29.  The  vn*it  of  dedimus potestatem  recited,  that  a  writ  of  cove-  Co.  Read.  9. 
nant  was  depending  between  the  parties,  and  therefore  should  223. 
have  borne  date  after  the  writ  of  covenant. 

30.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  reverse  a  fine  levied  at  Gobum  v. 
Chester,  because  the  teste  of  the  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem  was  cro?Eiiz.740. 
prior  to  that  of  the  writ  of  covenant;  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  Y[^olo^*°' 

'  Ad.  doo. 

manifest  error. 

31.  But  if  the  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem  were  tested  on  the 
same  day  with  the  writ  of  covenant,  the  fine  would  be  good. 

32.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  reverse  a  fine,  on  the  ground  Arundel  v. 
that  the  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem  was  tested  the  same  day  with  cro.°£ii£.  677. 
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the  writ  of  corenant ;  which  was  contended  to  be  enoneous;  be- 
cause the  writ  of  dedimm  potestatem  recites  that  the  writ  of 
corenant  is  depending,  whereas  the  writ  of  covenant  could  not 
be  said  to  be  depending  until  its  return. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  this  was  no  error,  for  the  writ 

of  covenant  might  be  said  to  be  depending  immediately  on  the 

purchase  of  it ;  and  if  a  stranger  should  buy  the  land  before  the 

return  of  the  writ  of  covenant,  it  would  be  champerty. 

How  the  ac.  33.  By  the  statute  23  Eliz.  c.  3.  s.  6.  it  was  enacted,  "  That 

knowledgroeQt  "^ 

was  to  be  certi-  every  person  that  should  take  the  knowledge  of  any  fines,  or 

should  certify  them,  should  with  the  certificate  of  the  concord, 
certify  also  the  day  and  year  wherein  the  same  was  knowledged. 
And  that  no  clerk  or  officer  should  receive  any  writ  of  covenant 
whereupon  any  fine  was  to  pass,  unless  the  day  of  the  know- 
ledge of  the  same  fine  should  appear  in  or  by  such  certificate ; 
upon  pain  that  every  clerk  that  should  receive  any  such  writ, 
should  forfeit  for  every  time  that  he  shall  so  offend,  the  sum  of 
five  pounds. 

34.  If  the  commissioners  in  a  writ  of  dedimm  potedaiem  re- 
fused to  certify  the  acknowledgment  of  a  fine,  pursuant  to  this 

Fitx.N.6.146.  statute,  within  twelve  months,  a  certiorari  might  be  awarded 

against  them,  reciting  the  substance  of  the  writ  of  dedimm 
potestatem,  and  the  acknowledgment  of  the  fine,  and  command- 
ing them  to  certify  it ;  and  in  case  of  their  refusal,  an  aHas,  a 
pluries,  and  an  attachment,  would  issue  against  them. 

Ideal.  35.  If  the  commissioners  died  before  they  had  certified  the 

acknowledgment  of  a  fine,  their  executors  must  have  certified  it 
upon  a  certiorari;  and  in  case  of  their  refusal,  the  same  process 
lay  against  them,  as  against  the  commissioners. 

Idem  327.  36.   If  a  person  had  several  writs  of  covenant  depending 

against  several  persons  in  different  counties,  he  might  have  a 
ynitot  dedimus  potestatem  directed  to  commissioners,  to  take  their 
acknowledgments  severally. 

Dowses  V.  27.  If  a  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem  were  directed  to  two  per- 

Cro.  Eiiz.240.    SOUS  jointly,  and  only  one  of  them  took  the  acknowledgment  of 

the  fine,  it  would  have  been  erroneous. 

Anon.Cro.Eliz.      38.  A  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem  was  awarded  to  take  the 

snia 

acknowledgment  of  four  persons  to  the  same  fine.  The  com* 
miesioneni  returned  the  acknowledgment  of  three  of  the  persons 
only.    The  Court  resolved  that  the  fine  diould  pass,  as  against 
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the  three  persons  who  had  acknowledged  it ;  and  that  the  name 
of  the  fourth  person  should  be  erased  out  of  the  writ  of  covenant 
and  dedimus  potestatem. 

39.  It  was  resolved  in  the  same  case,  that  if  a  writ  of  dedimus 
potestatem  be  awarded  to  take  the  acknowledgment  of  three  per- 
ions  to  the  same  fine,  the  commissioners  need  not  take  the  ac- 
koowledgment  of  all  the  three  persons  at  the  same  time,  but  might 
take  the  acknowledgment  of  one  of  them  at  one  time,  and  of  • 
another  at  another  time. 

40.  All  the  acknowledgments  must,  however,  have  appeared 
on  the  same  parchment,  otherwise  the  fine  would  not  be  allowed 
to  pass. 

41.  A  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem  had  been  directed  to  com*  Baich  v.  Phelps, 
nissioners,  to  take  the  acknowledgment  of  nine  persons.  The  ^^'^  ^*^^* 
commissioners  took  the  acknowledgment  of  six  out  of  the  nine 

persons  on  one  piece  of  parchment,  and  of  the  remaining  three 
upon  another  piece  of  parchment ;  which  mode  of  taking  the 
acknowledgments  was  objected  to  by  the  officers. 

On  amotion  that  the  fine  might  pass,  Mr.  Justice  Heath  said, 
that  these  separate  acknowledgments  would  not  warrant  a  joint 
judgment;  and  the  motion  was  refused. 

42.  A  fine  was  not,  however,  reversed  for  any  trifling  error  or 
mistake  in  the  return  made  by  the  commissioners  under  a  writ  of 
dedimus  potestatem. 

43.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  reverse  a  fine  taken  by  Bedford  r. 
commissioners,  because  upon  the  back  of  the  writ  of  dedimus  Cro!  J?77. 
petestatem  it  vras  stated  thus : — Executio  istius  bretns  patet  in 
quodam  paneUo  kuic  breoi  armexo.     But  all  the  Court  held  it  was 

matter  of  form,  and  not  material ;  for  although  it  be  not  properly 
•aid  to  be  a  pannel,  yet  a  pannel  and  a  scbedule  are  all  one  in 
iabstance,  and  no  cause  to  reverse  the  fine. 

44.  By  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  made  in  Hil.  R^i^  of  court 
ISOeo.  1.  it  was  directed,  that  no  fine  acknowledged  before  ^^    "'"^ 
eomoussioners  should  be  allowed  to  pass,  unless  some  person 

who  was  present  when  the  fine  was  acknowledged  should  appear 
penonally  before  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court,  and  be 
examined  upon  oath  touching  the  execution  thereof. 

This  rule  having  been  found  by  experience  to  be  attended 
with  inconveniences,  and  not  having  answered  the  good  purposes 
for  whidi  it  was  intended,  the  Court  made  the  following  rules. 
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Wilson,  85. 


Wilson,  89. 


Say  o.  Smith, 
Barnes.  217. 
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45.  Hilary,  17  Geo.  2.  "  That  instead  of  an  oath  made 
vivd  voce  of  the  due  acknowledgment  of  fines,  an  affidavit  in 
writing  on  parchment  should  be  made  and  annexed  to  every  fine, 
in  which  the  person  making  the  same  should  swear  that  he 
knew  the  parties  acknowledging  such  fine ;  that  the  same  was 
duly  signed  and  acknowledged  ;  that  the  party  or  parties  ac- 
knowledging, and  also  the  commissioners  taking  the  same,  were 
of  full  age  and  competent  understanding ;  that  the  feme  coverts 
(if  any)  were  solely  and  separately  examined  apart  from  their 
husbands,  and  freely  and  voluntarily  consented  to  acknowledge 
the  same ;  and  that  the  cognizor  or  cognizors,  and  every  of  them, 
knew  the  same  to  be  a  fine  to  pass  his,  her,  or  their  estate  oi 
estates :  which  fine,  together  with  such  affidavit  annexed,  should 
be  transmitted  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  or  some  other  Justiee 
of  this  Court,  for  his  allocatur  thereon,  and  such  affidavit  should 
remain  annexed  to  such  fine,  and  be  left  with  the  same  in  the 
proper  office:  and  it  was  ordered  that  every  such  affidavit, 
except  where  the  persons,  at  the  time  of  their  acknowledging 
the  fine,  were  in  Ireland,  or  some  other  parts  beyond  the  seas, 
should  be  made  by  some  attorney  of  the  courts  of  Westminster 
Hall." 

46.  Hilary,  26  &  27  Geo.  2.  "  It  was  ordered,  that  in  the 
affidavits  made  in  pursuance  of  the  preceding  rule,  the  person  or 
persons  so  making  the  same  should  swear  that  the  fine  was  duly 
signed  and  acknowledged  upon  the  day  and  year  mentioned  in 
the  caption ;  and  if  there  were  any  rasure  or  interlineation  in 
the  body  or  caption  of  such  fine,  that  such  rasure  or  inter- 
lineation was  made  before  the  party  or  parties  signed  the  said 
fine,  and  before  the  caption  was  signed  by  the  commissioners.*' 

47.  A  fine  was  taken  before  Prentice  an  attorney,  and  Prentice 
a  tradesman,  as  commissioners.  Prentice  the  attorney  died 
without  making  the  proper  affidavit  of  the  acknowledgment  of 
the  fine.  One  of  the  cognizors  became  a  bankrupt,  absconded, 
and  did  not  surrender  within  the  42  days,  as  required  by  the 
statute.  The  fine  was  ordered  to  pass,  on  an  affidavit  of  the 
due  acknowledgment  of  it  by  Prentice  the  tradesman ;  notwith- 
standing the  general  rule  requiring  such  affidavits  to  be  made 
by  attorneys. 

48.  Where  fines  have  been  acknowledged  out  of  the  kingdom, 
the  Judges  have  also  remitted  the  strictness  of  these  rules. 
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49.  The  Lord  Cb.  J.  assisted  by  Mr.  Clive,  made  an  order  Fleetwood «. 

,  ...        Calenda, 

that  a  fine  should  pass  as  to  two  of  the  cognizors^  considering  Barnes,  2,19* 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  notwithstanding  the 
same  was  not  signed  by  them.  One  of  the  commissioners  at- 
tended and  made  oath  that  the  fine  was  duly  acknowledged 
before  him  and  another  commissioner  at  Naples;  that  the  parties 
were  of  full  age  and  good  understanding ;  that  the  married 
woman  was  examined  apart  from  her  husband,  and  freely  con- 
sented. The  fine  being  taken  from  persons  beyond  seas,  it  was 
not  within  the  order  of  the  Court,  requiring  an  affidavit ;  and 
the  signing  of  a  fine  by  the  cognizors  was  not  absolutely 
necessary. 

60.  Two  fines  taken  at  Hamburg,  where  the  cognizors  re-  Heathcockv. 
sided,  were  ordered  to  pass  by  all  the  four  Judges,  upon  an  Barnes,  217. 
affidavit  by  a  commissioner  of  the  due  execution  of  each  fine, 
sworn  before  a  clerk  in  the  Chancery  of  the  city  of  Hamburg ; 
and  authenticated  by  his  certificate  or  attestation,  as  a  notary 
public. 

51.  A  fine  was  taken  at  Edinburgh,  and  was  regular  in  every  Seton  «.  Sin- 
respect,  except  that  it  was  not  acknowledged  in  the  presence  r.880. 

of  an  attorney  of  any  of  the  courts  of  Westminster  Hall,  who 

might  have  made  the  usual  affidavit  of  its  having  been  duly 

taken.     An  affidavit  was  made  by  Seton,  the  plaintifi*,  that  there 

was  no  such  attorney  in  or  near  Edinburgh.    And  the  Court,  on 

the  motion  of  Serjeant  Davy,  who  cited  the  case  of  Say  v.  Smith,  Ante,  s.  47. 

allowed  the  fine. 

52.  The  notarial  certificate  required  in  the  case  of  a  fine  ac- 
knowledged in  a  foreign  country,  must  have  been  under  seal.  A 
defect  in  this  particular  could  not  be  supplied  by  proof  of  the 
handwriting  of  the  cognizors. 

53.  Henry  Count  Bourbell  and  Mary  his  wife,  the  conuzors  Cruttenden  «• 
in  the  fine,  were  resident  in  France,  and  the  acknowledgment  i  Taunt.' 144. 
was  taken  before  commissioners  in  that  country ;  the  affidavit  of 

the  due  taking  purported  to  be  sworn  before  the  mayor  of  the 
city  of  Neufchatei,  and  was  subscribed  with  his  name.  A  cer- 
tificate that  that  person  was  mayor  of  the  said  city  was  signed 
by  two  persons,  who  stated  themselves  to  be  public  notaries ; 
but  no  notarial  seal  was  annexed. 

The  Court  said  they  could  not  supply  the  defect  arising  from 
the  want  of  a  seal.  There  was  no  rule  of  court  expressly  applying 
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to  the  case  of  fines  levied  by  persons  resident  abroad  ;  but  ttie 
rule  relative  to  recoyeries  snf^red  by  persons  under  tbese  cir- 
cumstanced, had  always  been  held  to  extend  to  the  case  of  fines ; 
by  that  rule  a  seal  was  necessary.  The  fine  was  not  allowed  to 
pass. 

54.  It  has  been  stated,  that  by  the  statute  43  Eliz.  fines 
[might  until  a  recent  statute]  be  levied  in  the  court  of  the 
county  of  the  city  of  Chester.  By  the  5th  section  of  the  former 
statute  it  was  enacted,  that  upon  all  original  writs  purchased 
out  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  of  the  county  of  Chester,  for  the 
levying  of  any  line  or  fines  witbin  the  city  of  Chester,  the  mayor 
of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being  should  have  full  power  end 
authority  to  award  and  send  forth  such  like  writ  or  writs,  pro- 
cess or  precepts  of  dedimut  potataiem,  or  any  two  or  more  saffi- 
cient  persons,  authorizing  them  to  receive  and  take  the  ac- 
knowledgment of  such  person  or  persons  as  should  be  willing  to 
levy  such  fine  or  fines,  and  by  reason  of  sickness  or  other  rea- 
sonable impediment  could  not  come  in  person  before  the  said 
mayor  to  make  snch  aoknowledgment. 

65.  By  the  statute  34  &  35  Hen.  8.  c.  26.  s.  40.  it  was  en- 
acted, that  fines  ehould  be  taken  before  the  justices  of  Wales, 
of  lands  tenemeuts,  and  hereditaments  situate  witbin  thur 
jurisdiction,  by  force  of  their  general  commission,  without  any 
writ  of  dedimus  poUslatem  to  be  sued  for  the  same,  in  like  manner 
and  form  as  is  used  to  be  taken  before  the  King's  Chief  Justice 
of  the  Common  Pleas  in  England. 
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CHAP.  V. 
Of  the  Parties  to  a  Fine. 


Sbgt.    1.  Who  might  levy  Fines, 

3.  The  King, 

4.  The  Qiceeii. 

5.  Married  Women, 

2Q.  [Married  Women  tnutees,'] 
21.  Joint  Tenants f  Coparceners, 

and    Tenants    in    Com- 

mon» 
98.  Persons  outkaoed,  ife. 


Sect.  23.  Who  were  incapable  of  levy- 
ing Fines, 
24.  Persons  having  no  Estate. 
S9.  Exceptions. 

40.  Ahens. 

41.  Infants. 

49.  Except  Infant  Trustees* 
62.  /<fiot«  onW  L?(iui<ic«. 
58.  Corporations, 
69.  IFfto  iiHf  iU  take  hy  Fine. 


Section  I. 

A  FINE  being  considered  as  a  common  assurance  or  conveyance  whomightievy 
of  real  property,  it  followed  that  all  persons  of  full  age,  and 
sufficient  understanding,  might  in  general  levy  fines  of  those 
lands  in  which  they  had  any  estate  or  freehold,  either  by  right, 
or  by  wrong. 

2.  Even  persons  who  were  blind,  deaf^  or  dumb,  or  who  were  Eiyot's  case, 
both  deaf  and  dumb  at  the  same  time,  might  levy  fines ;  if  it  ap-  '    * 
peared   that,  notwithatanding  those  disabilities,  they  were  ca- 
pable of  comprehending  the  nature  and  consequences  of  a  fine, 

and  could  express  their  meaning  by  writing  or  signs.  And  there 
are  three  instances  of  persons  born  deaf  and  dumb,  who  were 
permitted  to  levy  fines. 

3.  There  are  several  records  of  fines  published  by  Dugdale  and  i^«  King. 
Madox,  to  which  the  King  was  a  party.    It  was  however  much  jur.  93. 
doubted  in  the  reign  of  James  I.  whether  the  King  could  levy  a  j^*^  394.™' 
fine ;  and  his  Majesty  having  consulted  Lord  Ch.  J.  Popham  ^  ^P*  ^^ 
and  Lord  Coke,  who  was  then  Attorney  General,  on  this  subject, 

they  gave  it  as  their  opinion,  that  although  the  King  could  not 
be  cognizor  of  a  fine,  because  a  writ  of  covenant  could  not  be 
brought  against  him  ;  yet,  that  if  a  fine  was  levied  to  the  King, 
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he  might  then  make  a  grant  and  render,  which  would  be  good, 
and  suOScient  to  bind  him. 

Th«  Queen.  4.  The  Queen  [consort]  might  levy  a  fine,  and  a  fine  might  be 

133  a.      *        levied  to  her:  for  she  has  in  every  instance  the  particular  pri- 
^'       *      vilege  of  suing  and  being  sued  alone ;  and  is  considered  in  all 
legal  proceedings  as  a  feme  sole,  and  not  as  a  feme  covert. 

Married  5,  As  married  women  might  always  be  impleaded  jointly  with 

their  husbands,  it  followed  that  they  could  join  with  their 
husbands  in  levying  fines.  And  it  appears  from  a  passage  in 
Glanville,  Lib.  2.  c.  3.  and  some  very  ancient  records  published 

^"ak?"^'*       by  Mad  ox,  that  it  was  formerly  usual  for  married  women  to 

appoint  their  husbands,  as  their  attorneys,  to  levy  fines  for 
them. 

^18*  ^*"'  6.  Thus  in  9  Rich.  I.  the  prior  and  convent  of  Lewes  fined  to 

the  King  in  half  a  mark,  ut  concordia  facta  inter  Ricardum  de  la 
Combe,  4r  Sybillam  de  Dene,  uxorem  suam,  presentes  per  eundem 
Ricardum  virum  suum,  positum  loco  suo,  ad  lucrandum  vel  per- 
dendum,  et  Willielmum  priorem  et  conventum  de  Lewes  tenentem, 
per  Willielmum  monachum  suum  de  advocatione  ecclesuz  de  Waldtm^ 
unde  recognitio  de  ultima  presentatione  summonita  fuit  inter  eos  in 
prefatd  curidy  scribatur  in  magno  rotulo. 

7.  It  is  probable  that  married  women  were,  in  consequence  of 
this  practice,  frequently  deceived,  and  defrauded  of  their  inherit- 

3Init.5l5.       ances,  by  their  husbands.     The  statute  De  modo  levandi  Jines 

therefore  directed,  that  if  a  feme  covert  be  one  of  the,  parties  to 
a  fine,  she  ought  first  to  be  examined  by  four  .of  the  justices, 
and  if  she  refused  her  assent  to  the  fine,  it  should  not  be  levied. 

Idem.  8.  When  a  married  woman  was  party  to  a  fine,  she  ought  to 

have  been  examined  secretly  and  apart  from  her  husband,  pur- 
suant to  this  statute,  in  order  that  the  judges  or  commissioners 
might  inform  themselves  whether  she  joined  in  the  fine  of  her 
own  free  will,  or  was  compelled  to  it  by  the  threats  or  menaces 
of  her  husband.  Every  thing  contained  in  the  writ  should  have 
been  distinctly  named  to  her,  and  she  ought  to  have  been  in- 
formed of  the  consequences  of  her  assenting  to  the  fine.  Bat 
although  the  statute  De  modo  leoandi fines  thus  positively  direct- 
ed the  private  examination  of  a  married  woman,  yet  if  she  was 
allowed  to  acknowledge  a  fine  without  being  examined,  it  would 
bind  both  her  and  her  heirs  for  ever ;  there  being  no  mode  of 

Ante,  e.  2.         reversing  such  a  fine ;  because  it  could  not  afterwards  be  averred 


kL 


Title  XXXV.  Fine.  Ch.  V.  s.  8—12.  1 17 

that  the  married  woman  was  not  examined*  the  contrary  being 
recorded. 

9.  The  private  examination  of  a  married  woman  was,  however,  2  Intt.  516. 
not  directed  in  all  cases ;  as  that  circumstance  was  prescribed 

by  the  legislature  only  to  prevent  married  women  from  making 
an  imprudent  disposition  of  their  property,  at  the  instance  of 
their  husbands  :  so  that  where  a  husband  and  wife  acquired  any 
interest  by  a  fine,  and  departed  with  nothing,  the  wife  needed 
not  be  examined,  because  in  that  case  she  could  not  possibly  be 
prejudiced.  It  was  therefore  only  necessary  that  a  married  wo-  Lit.  s.  670. 
man  should  be  privately  examined,  where  she  joined  in  granting 
some  estate,  or  departing  with  some  interest. 

10.  Thus,  if  a  fine  were  levied  to  a  husband  and  wife,  who  Roll.  Ab.  Tiu 
granted  and  rendered  a  rent,  the  wife  ought  to  have  been  exa- 
mined ;  because  by  the  render  she  made  herself  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  rent. 

11.  [By  a  iiile  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Easter  Term,  *  ^»**g*  '^^^- 

m 

(1828,)  it  was  ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  the 
then  next  term,  the  commissioners  should  inquire  of  married 
women  whether  they  intended  to  give  up  their  interests  in  the 
estates  to  be  passed  by  any  fine  or  recovery,  without  having  any 
provision  made  for  them  in  return  for,  or  in  consequence  of  their 
so  giving  up  such  interests ;  and  if  it  appeared  to  such  commis- 
sioners that  any  provision  was  to  be  made  on  any  such  married 
woman,  they  should  not  take  her  acknowledgment  until  they 
were  satisfied  that  such  provision  had  been  made ;  and  one  of 
the  commissioners  taking  the  acknowledgment  of  such  married 
woman,  should  state  in  the  affidavit  to  be  made  of  the  due 
taking  of  such  acknowledgment,  that  such  enquiry  was  made, 
and  also  the  answer  given  thereto,  and  where  any  such  provision 
had  been  agreed  to  be  made,  that  he  the  said  commissioner  was 
satisfied  that  the  same  had  been  made ;  and  where  such  married 
woman,  in  answer  to  such  enquiry,  should  declare  that  she  in- 
tended to  give  up  her  interest  without  any  provision,  that  he  the 
said  commissioner  had  no  reason  to  doubt  the  truth  of  such  de- 
claration, and  verily  believed  the  same  to  be  true.]  (a) 

12.  If  a  married  woman  levied  a  fine  of  her  own  inheritance,  l  Inst.  46  a. 

7  Rep.  43  a. 

It)  —  46  a. 
(fl)  [For  the  forms  of  acknowledgment  by  married  women  conveying  under  the  stat.  ^^^^  225. 

3  &  4  WUI.  4.  c.  74.,  see  ss.  79  to  89  of  the  act  inclusive.    See  also  the  general  rules 

in  the  Appendix.] 
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1  Freein.  396. 
PoUex.  164. 
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1  Sid.  122. 


Moreau'g  case, 
2  Black.  R. 
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without  her  husband,  it  would  bind  her  and  her  heirs,  because 
they  would  be  estopped  to  claim  any  thing  in  the  lands ;  and 
could  not  be  admitted  to  aver  that  she  was  a  married  woman, 
that  being  contrary  to  the  record.  But  her  husband  might  enter 
and  defeat  such  fine,  either  during  the  coverture,  to  restore  him- 
self to  the  freehold  which  he  held  jure  tiroris ;  or  after  her  death, 
to  rdstore  himself  to  his  tenancy  by  the  curtesy ;  because  no  act 
of  a  femd  covert  can  tranfer  that  interest^  which  the  marriage 
has  Vested  in  the  husband.  And  if  the  husband  avoided  the  fine 
during  the  coverture,  neither  the  wife  not  her  heirs  would  be 
barred  by  it ;  for  by  the  entry  of  the  husband  the  whole  estate 
which  passed  by  the  fine  was  defeated,  and  the  old  estate  of  the 
wife  revested  in  her;  so  that  the  husband  became  again  seised 
jureuxom.  And  an  entry  by  the  husband  into  part  of  the  land, 
whereof  the  wife  alone  levied  a  fine  avoided  the  whole  fine* 

13.  If  a  married  woman  levied  a  fine  executory  as  a/eme  wfc, 
and  execution  was  sued  against  the  husband  and  wife,  the  hus- 
band might  stop  the  execution  of  the  fine  ;  because  no  act  of  his 
wife's  could  prejudice  him.  And  if  in  a  case  of  this  kind  the 
husband  had  made  default,  and  his  wife  was  received  in  his 
stead ;  she  might,  for  the  benefit  of  her  husband,  prevent  the 
execution  of  her  own  fine :  but  after  the  death  of  her  husband 
she  could  not  avoid  it. 

14.  If  a  woman  levied  a  fine  by  the  name  of  Mary  the  wife 
of  Thomas  Stiles,  it  would  be  void  ;  because  it  appeared  by  the 
Very  reOord  itself,  that  the  cognizor  Was  a  married  woman. 

16.  There  is  no  case  in  which  the  Court  has  authenticated  a 
fine  levied  by  a  married  woman  without  her  husband. 

16.  Upon  a  motion  that  Ann  Moreau,  wife  of Moreau, 

might  levy  a  fine  without  her  husband ;  it  appeared  that  the 
lands  had  been  sold  by  the  husband,  who  covenanted  that  he 
and  his  wife,  when  of  age,  should  levy  a  fine.  When  the  wife 
came  of  age,  she  refused  to  join  in  it ;  but  it  was  levied  by  the 
husband  alone,  who  went  abroad.  Afterwards  the  wife  con- 
sented to  levy  it,  but  the  husband  was  absent. 

It  was  said  that  it  had  been  usual  in  such  cases  for  the  cursitor 
to  make  out  a  prtzcipe  to  the  wife,  as  a  feme  sole ;  but  no  example 
was  produced  upon  the  motion. 

The  Court  would  make  no  rule  to  authenticate  such  a  fine ; 
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but  it  was  afterwards  aekjiowledged  de  Imie  9$sex  before  the  Lord 
Chief  Justioe  then  id  court, 

17.  The  estate  of  a  marvied  woman  haring  been  regularly  ^^.^J^* 

i-       ,  1  B.  &  r»  N*R« 

sold,  the  conveyanees  duly  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife,  3i2. 
and  the  purchase  money  paid,  the  husband  became  insane. 

Upon  an  application  to  allow  the  wife  to  acknowledge  the  fine 
without  her  husband,  the  Court  said  they  should  make  no  order 
on  the  subject ;  but  that  it  appeared  to  them  there  was  no  ob- 
jection to  the  acknowledgment  of  the  fine  being  taken.  Valeat 
quantum* 

18.  In  a  subsequent  case  the  Court  refused  to  interfere  to  Ezparte 
pass  a  fine  levied  by  a  married  woman  in  the  absence  of  her  bus-  i  jh^nu  37. 
band,  who  had  become  a  bankrupt,  had  omitted  to  surrender 
himself,  and  was  gone  beyond  sea. 

19.  [A  rent-charge  payable  to  a  married  woman  for  her  lifCj  Ezparte  St. 
was  sold  for  a  valuable  consideration  by  herself  and  her  husband^  s  Taunt.  590. 
who  received  the  purchase  money,  and  both  executed  a  deed  of 
conveyance.    The  husband  was  separated  from  the  wife,  who 

was  ignorant  where  he  was  to  be  found,  although  she  had  made 
diligent  search  for  him.  On  an  application  that  the  wife  might 
be  allowed  to  levy  a  fine  of  the  rent-charge  without  her  husband, 
the  Court  refused  to  interfere. 

20.  By  the  statute  1  Will.  4.  c.  60.  s.  8.  it  is  enacted,  that  Feme*  covert 

I  .    .  trustees. 

where  it  is  uncertain  whether  a  trustee  be  living  or  dead,  or  if 
known  to  be  dead,  it  shall  not  be  known  who  is  his  heir,  or  if 
such  heir  being  known  shall  refuse  or  neglect  within  the  time 
specified  by  the  act  to  convey,  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  em- 
powered to  appoint  a  person  to  convey  in  the  place  of  such  miss- 
ing trustee.  In  a  recent  case  a  trustee  had  long  been  dead,  and  ^  ^'°^*  ^^' 
his  heir  at  law,  a  female,  having  married  one  Warde  a  stroHing 
player,  many  years  ago,  and  who  had  never  since  been  heard  ofj 
the  Court  of  Chancery  appointed  Maberly  a  trustee,  to  convey 
in  the  stead  of  Warde  and  his  wife,  and  the  Court  of  C.  B. 
allowed  the  fine  levied  by  the  trustee  to  pass  accordingly.] 

21.  Joint-tenants,  coparceners,  and  tenants  in  common,  might  Joint-tenants, 

,   ,         coparoeDera, 

levy  fines  of  their  respective  shares ;  and  if  there  were  two  joints  and  tenants  in 
tenants  in  fee,  and  one  of  them  levied  a  fine  of  th^  whole,  this  *^""™®''- 
would  not  amount  to  an  ouster  of  his  companion*  but  would 
operate  as  a  severance  of  the  jointure,  though  they  coatipued  to  '^>^  ^^t9^' 
be  m  of  the  old  use. 
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Persons  out- 
lawed, &c. 
West  Symb. 
Pa.  2.  8.  13. 

Who  were  in- 
capable of  levy- 
ing fines. 


Persons  haying 
no  estate. 
5  Bep.  123  b. 
3  Atk.141. 
infra,  c.  14. 


Benrington  v. 
Parkhurst, 
Tit.  36.  c.  2. 
Vide  infia,  c. 
14. 

5  Rep.  77  b. 


Co.  Cop.  8. 55. 


1  Inst.  330  b. 
n.  2.  Ley.  52. 
Tit.  32.  c.  4. 


Doe  0. 
Williams, 
Cowp.  621, 
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22.  Persons  outlawed  or  waived  in  personal  actions  might 
alien  by  fine ;  for  their  estates  still  remained  in  them,  though 
they  had  forfeited  the  rents  and  profits. 

23.  Having  enumerated  the  persons  who  were  capable  of  levy- 
ing fines,  we  shall  now  examine  who  were  incapable  of  being  cog- 
nizorsi  or  conveying  by  fine.  This  might  arise  either  for  want  of 
a  sufficient  estate  in  the  lands;  a  competent  degree  of  judgment 
and  understanding;  or  from  being  incapacited  by  their  situ- 
ation. 

24.  No  person  could  levy  a  fine  of  lands  that  would  affect 
strangers,  unless  he  had  an  estate  of  freehold,  either  by  right  or 
by  wrong,  in  such  lands ;  for  otherwise  it  might  be  in  the  power 
of  any  two  strangers  to  deprive  a  third  person  of  his  estate  by 
levying  a  fine  of  it ;  so  that  in  every  case  where  a  fine  was  levied, 
and  none  of  the  parties  to  it  had  any  estate  of  freehold  in  the 
lands  whereof  the  fine  was  levied,  it  only  bound  the  parties  them- 
selves, and  their  heirs ;  but  might  at  any  time  be  set  aside  by 
any  other  person  by  the  plea  quod  partes  firm  nihil  habueruni, 
that  is,  that  neither  of  the  parties  had  any  estate  in  the  lands,  at 
the  time  when  the  fine  was  levied. 

25.  A  person  entitled  to  an  estate  tail  in  remainder,  levied  a 
fine  of  it,  jointly  with  his  son,  who  had  no  freehold  estate : 
and  it  was  held  by  the  House  of  Lords  that  this  fine  had  no 
effect. 

26.  If  a  person  who  was  only  possessed  of  lands  for  a  term  of 
years,  or  who  held  them  by  statute  merchant,  statute  staple,  or 
writ  of  elegit,  levied  a  fine  of  them,  it  would  have  no  effect  what- 
ever, as  to  strangers,  because  the  cognizor  had  no  estate  of  free- 
hold. 

27.  It  followed  from  the  same  principle,  that  if  a  copyholder 
levied  a  fine  of  his  copyhold,  it  was  void,  because  the  freehold 
was  in  the  lord. 

28.  The  only  mode  by  which  a  tenant  for  years,  or  a  copy- 
holder, could  levy  a  fine,  so  as  to  give  it  any  force,  was,  by  first 
making  a  feoffment,  by  which  means  he  acquired  a  freehold  by 
disseisin.  This  doctrine  has,  however,  been  questioned  by  Lord 
Mansfield,  in  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Horde,  but  is  notwithstanding 
admitted  by  some  practitioners. 

29.  The  tenant  in  possession  would  not  be  allowed,  as  an 
evidence,  to  prove  the  estate  of  a  landlord  who  levied  a  fine ; 
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because  he  would  then  be  a  witness  to  support  his  own  pos- 
session. 

30.  It  is  admitted  that  a  disseisor  might  levy  a  fine.     So  if  a  ^  ^®P«  ''^  *>• 
person  entered  under  a  devise  that  was  void,  he  thereby  acquired 

a  freehold  by  abatement,  and  might  levy  a  fine. 

31.  If  the  heir  at  law  entered,  notwithstanding  a  devise  in  J'*'?']^* 
favour  of  some  other  person,  and  levied  a  fine,  it  would  be  infra,  c.  10. 
good. 

32.  Where  a  person  had  a  seisin  in  law,  by  the  descent  of 
lands  upon  him,  he  might  levy  a  fine. 

33.  A.  devised  lands  held  by  knight  service,  which  was  then  Hemsl^v. 
void  as  to  a  third  part,  to  J.  S.  in  fee,  who  granted  a  lease  of  the  Eiiz.  639. 
whole,  and  the  lessee  occupied  under  this  lease  for  three  years ; 
afterwards  the  heir  at  law  levied  a  fine.     It  was  resolved  that 

this  entry  and  lease  by  J.  S.  only  gained  him  the  possession  of  "^i^*  20. 
two  thirds,  he  being  tenant  in  common  with  the  heir,  and  that 
the  heir  was  never  out  of  possession  of  the  remaining  third ;  so 
that  his  fine  was  good. 

34.  A  person  having  a  defeasible  right  only  to  lands  might, 
notwithstanding,  levy  a  fine  of  them ;  which  could  not  be  set 
aside  by  the  plea,  that  neither  of  the  parties  had  an  estate  of 
freehold  in  those  lands. 

36.  Sir  Michael  Armin  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  manor  of  Carter  v.  Bar- 
Pickworth  and  Willoughby,  by  his  will  devised,  that  in  case  his  wmsfsos. 
personal  estate,  &c.  should  not  be  sufficient  to  pay  his  debts,  ^L^*°*  ^^' 
then  his  executors  should  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  whole 
real  estate ;  and  after  payment  thereof,  he  devised  the  manors  of 
Pickworth  and  Willoughby  to  his  uncle  Evers  Armin  for  Hfe  : 
and  in  case  he  should  have  issue  male,  then  to  such  issue  male 
and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  and  in  case  he  should  have  no  issue  male, 
he  devised  the  manor  of  Willoughby  to  his  nephew  Sir  Thomas 
Bamadiston  in  fee.  Upon  the  death  of  Sir  Michael  Armin, 
Evers  Armin  entered  upon  the  premises  devised  to  him,  and  de- 
vised them  to  his  grandson  Armin  Bullingham,  and  the  heirs  of 
his  body.  Upon  the  death  of  Evers  Armin,  Sir  Thos.  Bamadis- 
ton entered  upon  the  premises,  claiming  the  same  by  virtue  of 
the  remainder  limited  to  him  by  the  will  of  Sir  M.  Armin.  Armin 
Bullingham,  the  devisee  of  Evers  Armin,  entered  upon  the  manor 
of  Willonghby,  claiming  title  thereto,  and  put  his  cattle  into 
some  part  of  the  land,  upon  which  ensued  a  replevin,  and  the 
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special  verdict  in  3  Lev.  431.  and  2  Salk.  224.  This  auit  was 
afterwards  compromised  between  Sir  Thomas  Bamadiston  and 
Armin  Bullingham,  who  both  joined  in  a  fine  of  the  manor  of 
Willoughby  :  but  previous  to  this^  Sir  Thomas  Barnadiston  had 
conveyed  the  premises  by  lease  and  release  to  Sir  Samudi  Bar- 
nadiston in  mortgage. 

It  was  contended  that  this  fine  was  void^  as  neither  of  the 
parties  had  an  estate  of  freehold  in  the  lands;  but  the  Lord 
Chancellor  held  **  that  in  this  case  it  could  not  be  said  that 
partes Jinis  nihil  habuerunt,  because  Armin  BuUingham,  on  the 
death  of  Evers  Armin,  and  as  bis  devisee,  had  a  right  against  all 
persons  whomsoever  but  the  heir  of  Sir  Michael  Armin  the  te»- 
tator,  and  Barnadiston,  entering  upon  him  as  a  disseisor ;  and 
though  Barnadiston  afterwards  mortgaged  the  premises  in  fee* 
yet  he  continued  in  possession  thereof,  and  joining  with  Bulling- 
ham  in  the  fine,  it  could  not  be  said  thdX  partes  Jims  nihil  habue^ 
runtj  when  one  of  them,  viz.  Barnadiston,  had  the  possession, 
and  the  other  of  them,  viz.  BuUingham,  had  the  right  to  the 
land  against  Barnadiston,  and  also  against  his  mortgagee." 

36.  In  a  subsequent  case  it  was  held  by  Lord  Hardwicke, 
that  where  persons  who  had  taken  possession  by  wrong,  had 
levied  a  fine  before  any  receipt  of  rent,  such  fine  had  no  effect* 
Townsend  d.  37,  Dame  Mary  Ash,  being  seised  in  fee  of  two  36th  shares 

Windham  Ash,  •       .  o    ^       -S-        -r*  • 

MS.  Rep.  of  the  King  s  moiety  of  the  New  River  waterworks,  by  inden- 
ture, 1698,  between  her.  Sir  James  Ash  her  son,  and  Catherine 
his  wife,  of  the  first  part.  Lord  Townsend  and  Joseph  Yate  of 
the  second  part,  and  trustees  of  the  third  part,  for  making  a  pro- 
vision for  the  said  Catherine,  and  for  settling  the  lands  therein 
mentioned  to  the  uses  therein  expressed,  conveyed  inter  alia  the 
said  two  shares  to  Lord  Townsend  and  Yate,  to  the  use  of  Lady 
Ash  for  life,  remainder  to  Sir  J.  Ash  for  ninety-nine  years,  if 
he  should  so  long  live,  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contin- 
gent remainders  ;  remainder,  as  to  one  of  the  said  shares,  to  the 
use  of  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  the  said  Sir  J.  Ash, 
except  his  heir  as  tenants  in  common,  and  of  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue  of  any  or  either  of  such  chil- 
dren, to  the  use  of  the  others  of  them  not  being  heir,  &c.  in  tail; 
and  for  default  of  issue  of  all  such  children,  to  the  use  of  both  or 
either  of  the  two  sisters  of  the  said  Sir  J.  Ash,  namely,  Cathe- 
rine Windham  and  Martha  Ash,  or  either  of  their  children, 
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and  of  the  children  of  Lady  ToWBsedd,  for  such  eatatea  as  Sit  J. 
Ash  should  appoint ;  aud  as  to  the  other  of  the  said  shares^  to 
the  use  of  such  of  the  children  of  the  said  Sir  J.  Ash,  or  such 
of  his  sister^s  children,  as  he  should  appoint:  and  after  the  de- 
termination of  the  estates  so  to  be  appointed^  if  any  such  should 
be,  as  to  one^third  of  the  said  two  shares,  to  the  use  of  Catherine 
Windham  in  tail,  remainder,  as  to  one  moiety  of  the  said  third 
part,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Lord  Townsend,  Roger  Townsend, 
and  the  plaintiff  Horace  Townsend,  the  three  sons  of  Lady 
Townsend^  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders, 
remainder  to  Sir  J.  Ash  in  fee ;  and  as  to  the  other  moiety  of 
the  said  third  part,  to  Martha  Ash  in  tail,  remainder  to  Lord 
Townsend,  Roger,  and  Horace,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail, 
with  cross  remainders,  remainder  to  J.  Ash  in  fee ;  and  as  to 
the  other  moiety  of  the  said  third  part,  to  Martha  Ash  in  tail, 
remainder  to  Lord  Townsend,  Roger,  and  Horace,  as  tenants  in 
common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders,  remainder  to  J.  Ash  in 
fee. 

Sir  J.  Ash  died  in  1733,  without  issue  male,  leaving  one 
daughter,  Martha,  married  to  the  defendant,  Windham  Ash, 
and  not  having  made  any  appointment.  Martha  Ash,  one  of 
the  sisters  of  Sir  J.  Ash,  to  whom  one-third  of  the  premises 
was  limited,  died  also  without  issue. 

The  plaintiffs.  Lord  Townsend  and  Horace  Townsend,  claimed 
one  moiety  of  the  two  shares,  under  the  limitations  in  the  settle- 
ment. The  defendants,  Mr.  Windham  Ash  and  his  lady,  in*- 
sisted  that,  after  Sir  J.  Ashe's  death,  they  had,  by  bargain  and 
sale  enrolled,  conveyed  the  said  two  shares,  inter  alia,  to  A.  and 
his  heirs,  that  thereby,  and  by  fines  agreed  to  be  levied,  he 
might  become  tenant  to  the  pracipe  in  a  recovery  to  be  suffered 
of  the  premises ;  and  that  fines  were  accordingly  levied  of  the 
said  two  shares,  in  Hil.  1733 ;  and  insisted  on  the  said  fines  and 
Don-claim,  in  bar  of  the  plaintiff's  right. 

It  appeared  by  proof  in  the  cause,  that  at  the  time  of  levying 
the  fines,  the  defendants  had  not  received  any  profits  of  these 
shares ;  but  that  on  the  23d  of  February  1733,  they  received  the 
first  payment  from  the  Company,  which  was  due  the  Christmas 
before;  and  they  afterwards  continued  receiving  the  rents  till 
1740,  and  were  then  ignorant  of  the  plaintiffs'  right. 

It  was  argued  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  fines  and  non-claim 
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bad  no  way  barred  their  right,  there  being  a  great  difference  be- 
tween taking  possession  by  one  who  has  right,  and  one  who 
comes  in  by  wrong :  in  the  one  case,  the  heir  is  in  possesBion, 
and  has  an  immediate  s^sin  in  law,  upon  bis  ancestor's  death  ; 
and  that  aprixc^  quod  reddal  will  lie  against  him  who  has  a 
freehold  in  law,  appeared  from  1  Inst.  358.  But  he  who  comes 
in  by  wrong,  must  do  something  to  devest  the  freehold  of  him 
who  has  right,  and  put  it  in  himself;  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Holt 
in  Symondii  v.  Cudmore,  Carth.  260,  That  some  entry  mast 
be  made  by  the  disseisor,  in  order  to  obtain  such  a  seisin  as  to 
enable  him  to  levy  a  fine.  That  in  this  case  the  defendants  had 
done  nothing  to  vest  the  freehold  in  them,  either  by  right  or  by 
wrong :  not  by  right,  for  they  had  none ;  nor  by  wrong,  for  it 
did  not  appear  that  they  had  done  any  act,  or  observed  any  cere- 
mony or  circumstance,  necessary  to  gain  a  freehold.  That  this 
was  not  properly  a  disseisin,  but  an  intrusion;  1  Inst.  227.  a. 
And  an  entry  might  have  been  made  in  this  case,  by  taking  up 
some  of  the  water,  cutting  a  turf,  or  doing  some  other  solemn  act 
that  the  law  takes  notice  of.  That  these  shares  were  corporeal 
inheritances ;  and  fines  might  be  levied  of  them,  by  the  name  of 
3  P.WiM.127.  land  aqu6  tooperta.  And  though  it  was  alleged  for  the  defend- 
ants that  they  made  a  claim,  yet  that  was  not  sufficient,  where 
an  entry  ought  to  have  been  made;  1  Inst  263.  b.  That  as  to 
the  profits,  none  had  been  received  by  the  defendants,  till  after 
the  fine  levied ;  and  if  they  had  received  any  rent,  it  would  be  no 
disseisin,  but  at  the  election  of  the  devisee.  1  Inst.  323.  1  Roll. 
Ab.  659.  pi.  12.  Hobart,  322.  Blunden  v.  Baugh,  Cro.  Car.  302. 

It  was  insisted  on  the  other  side,  that  there  was  no  necessity 
for  the  defendants'  making  an  entry,  in  order  to  substantiate  the 
fine :  for  that  the  plaintiffs  were  never  in  actual  possession,  but 
the  defendants  had  received  the  rents  down  to  1740.  That  the 
first  payment,  though  not  received  till  February,  was  due  at 
Christmas ;  and  that  the  receipt  should  relate  to  the  time  when 
the  money  was  due.  And  the  continued  receipt  of  rents,  tc^e- 
ther  with  the  fine  and  non-<:laim,  had  barred  all  the  plaintiffs' 
right,  if  any  such  they  had. 

Lord  Hardwicke. — "  The  question  is,  whether  the  fines,  levied 
by  the  defendants,  and  the  non-claim,  have  barred  the  plainti£b. 
I  believe  the  defendants,  at  the  time  of  levying  the  fines,  had  no 
particular  view  to  this  estate ;  but  yet  the  fines  must  have  their 
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legal  operation.  The  objection  to  them  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs is^  that  the  defendants  were  seised  of  no  estate  on  which  the 
fines  could  operate^  and  that  partes  ^nis  nihil  habuerunt :  and  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  they  had  not  any  such  estate.  No  court  of 
equity  will  make  a  construction  by  relation^  or  fiction  of  law^  to 
work  a  wrong.  Though  I  admit  that,  if  the  fines  do  clearly 
operate  in  point  of  law,  a  court  of  equity  cannot  defeat  them. 
Consider  then  what  kind  of  possession  the  defendants  had  of 
these  water  shares,  which  are  admitted  to  be  real  estate  :  they 
had  made  no  actual  entry,  nor  had  they  received  any  profits.  I 
think,  if  they  had  cut  a  turf,  taken  up  some  of  the  water,  or  used 
the  like  ceremony,  it  would  not  have  given  them  a  good  seisin  :  for 
the  same  acts  that  are  good,  when  done  by  the  person  who  has 
right,  are  not  sufficient  in  the  case  of  a  wrong-doer ;  but  he 
ought  to  have  a  continuance  of  possession,  without  interruption, 
to  gain  a  seisin  :  and  therefore  I  think  that  if  the  defendants  had 
done  any  of  the  acts  that  have  been  mentioned,  it  would  not 
have  been  sufficient  to  enable  them  to  levy  a  fine,  so  as  to  operate 
by  disseisin. 

"  It  was,  indeed,  objected  by  the  defendants  that  they  have 
received  the  rents,  and  that  the  first  payment  to  them  shall 
have  relation  to  the  time  when  they  were  due.  To  this  two 
answers  have  been  given,  on  the  plaintifTs  part:  first,  that  the 
receipt  of  rents  would  not  have  given  them  a  sufficient  seisin  to 
levy  a  fine.  But  I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  they  had  received  the 
rents  before  levying  the  fine,  it  might  have  been  sufficient.  In- 
deed, in  the  cases  cited,  it  is  said,  that  a  bare  receipt  of  rents 
shall  be  a  disseisin  only  at  the  election  of  the  disseisee;  and  in 
Blunden  v.  Baugh,  Cro.  Car.  303.  it  is  said,  querendum  esi  a 
judice  quo  animo  hoc  fecerit.  But,  in  the  present  case,  I  think 
the  receipt  of  the  rents,  with  continuance,  and  levying  a  fine, 
would  show  quo  animo  the  fine  was  levied  ;  and  was  so  held  in 
Dormer  v.  Fortescue.  So  that,  if  the  rents  had  been  received  by  Tit.  36.  c.  2. 
the  defendants,  before  the  fine  levied,  and  continued  to  be  paid 
to  them,  I  think  it  would  have  been  the  strongest  evidence  of 
pc^session  in  the  defendants. 

**  The  second  answer  given  on  the  plaintiffs'  part  was,  that  no 
rent  was  received  by  the  defendants  till  after  the  fines  levied  ; 
and  this,  I  think,  a  full  answer :  for,  till  then,  there  could  be  no 
disseisin.    The  profits  were  in  the  hands  of  the  Company  at  the 
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time  of  the  6nes  levied ;  and  they  must  be  considered  as  received 
by  them  for  the  party  who  bad  right,  and  not  for  a  wrong-doer. 
STor  can  the  Bubsequent  payment  have  relation  to  the  Doceipt 
before  that  time :  for  fictions  and  relations  in  law  are  good  to 
support  right,  but  not  to  work  by  wrong.  And  as  to  what  is  said 
for  the  defendants,  that  they  made  a  claim,  it  falls,  I  think,  un- 
der the  same  distinction :  a  claim  being  good  to  preserve  right, 
but  of  no  effect  where  the  party  claiming  has  no  right.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  fines  operate  nothing,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  clearly  entitled  to  the  share  they  demand." 
Doe*.  Spencer,      38.  The  Court  of  BLing's  Bench  lately  determined,  that  where  a 

fine  was  levied  of  Michaelmas  term,  relating  to  the  6th,  though,  in 
fitct,  levied  on  the  8th  of  November,  it  was  sufficient  evidence  of 
the  seisin  in  fact  of  the  cognizor  at  the  tioie  of  the  fine  levied  ; 
that  a  writ  of  possession,  after  a  recovery  in  ejectment,  was  exe- 
cuted on  his  bdialf  on  the  evening  of  the  6th,  by  the  officer's 
entry  on  the  land,  and  claiming  it  for  the  cognizor ;  but  without 
any  actual  change  of  the  tenant  in  possession,  who  afterwards 
paid  rent  to  the  cognizor.  And  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  be 
should  also  have  thought  that  a  receipt  of  rent  after  a  fine  levied, 
for  a  period  of  time  antecedent  to  the  fine,  was  primA  fade  evi- 
dence of  the  party's  possession  of  the  premises,  by  his  tenant* 
during  the  period  for  which  the  rent  was  received,  unless  fraud 
ox  contrivance  appeared. 
ExceptionB.  39.  There  are  two  cases  in  which  a  fine  was  allowed  to  operate, 

although  the  parties  had  no  estate  of  freehold  in  the  lands.   The 

first  was,  where  a  cestui  que  trust  levied  a  fine  of  his  trust  estate, 

Ch.  10.  of  which  the  reason  will  be  given  in  a  subsequent  chapter.    And 

the  second  was,  where  a  fine  was  levied  by  a  vouchee  to  the  de- 
Ante,  c.  2.        mandant  in  a  real  action ;  or  from  a  demandant  to  a  vouchee, 

which  was  held  good :  because,  in  law,  the  vouchee  was  sup- 
posed to  be  tenant  of  the  land ;  though,  in  fact,  he  never  was  so. 
But  a  fine  by  persons  having  no  freehold  estate  in  the  lands 
of  which  it  was  levied,  had  notwithstanding  a  powerful  effect  as 
an  estoppel ;  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  in  a  subsequent 
Ch.  12.  chapter. 

Aliens.  40.  Axk  alien  being  incapable  of  holding  lands  for  his  own 

Xit.  1. 8. 3o.       •         j% 

13  Vin.  Ab.      benefit,  ought  not  to  have  been  permitted  to  levy  a  fine ;  and 

if  he  did  levy  a  fine,  it  would  not  conclude  the  King,  after 
office  found. 


i 
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41.  An  infant  was  incapable  of  being  cognizor  in  a  fine;  but  J^^^^^igi  ^ 
if  an  infant  was  permitted  to  levy  a  fine»  and  it  was  not  reversed  380  b. 
daring  his  minority,  it  must  for  ever  after  stand  good ;  <«)  be-  Hob.  224. 
cause  the  fact  of  infancy  can  only  be  tried  by  an  inspection  of 

the  in&nt's  person  in  open  court ;  non  testium  testimanio,  non 
juratorwn  veredicto,  sed  judids  inspectwne  solummodo. 

42.  This  mode  of  trial  was  adopted,  because  all  judicial  acts 
shall  be  intended  to  have  been  rightly  done,  until  the  contrary 
appears  :  it  was,  therefore,  fitter  that  the  propriety  of  such  an 
act  should  be  tried  by  the  court,  than  by  a  jury. 

43.  In  cases  of  this  kind,  a  writ  issued  to  the  sherifi*,  com-  9  Rep.  3) . 
Hianding  him  to  constrain  the  party  to  appear,  that  it  might  be 
ascertained,  by  the  inspection  of  his  person,  whether  he  were  of 

fall  age  or  not.     Ut  per  aq>ectum  corporis  sui  comtare  poterit 
justiciarm  nostris,  npnedictus  A,  sit  plena  atatis  necne. 

44.  The  judges  might  also  examine  the  infant  upon  an  oath  2  Roll.  Ab. 
of  voir  dire,  or  any  of  his  parents  ;  and  inform  themselves  by       *       ' 
means  of  church  books,  or  any  other  kind  of  evidence,  if  there 
should  still  remain  a  doubt,  respecting  his  age. 

45.  The  peculiar  privilege  thus  given  to  infants,  of  averring 
against  a  record  during  their  infancy,  was  probably  owing  to  this 
caose.  The  judges,  or  commissioners,  who  took  the  acknow- 
ledgment of  fines,  were  supposed  to  inspect  the  age  of  all  those 
who  acknowledged  a  fine  before  them,  pursuant  to  the  directions 
in  the  statute  De  modo  levandi  fines :  and  if,  after  such  inspec- 
ticMi,  they  were  permitted  to  levy  a  fine,  it  was  presumed  they 

were  of  sufficient  age  \  and  the  infant  could  not,  therefore,  in  that  3  Atk.  711. 
court,  aver  his  disability.  But  if,  upon  a  writ  of  error  brought 
in  A  superior  court,  he  was  inspected*  and  found  not  to  be  of 
full  age,  the  fine  might  be  reversed :  because  the  public  inspec- 
tion of  an  infant  by  the  judges,  in  a  court  of  record,  was  of  equal 
notoriety  and  authenticity  with  a  former  recoi*d  of  the  infant's 


(a)  In  the  Rolls  6f  Parliament,  SCEd.  III.  No.  127.  vol.  2.  p.  342.  thexe  is  a  pe- 
lilMm  from  tiie  Commons,  oomplaining  of  the  very  great  haidship  of  not  permitting  a 
person,  who  had  levied  a  fine  when  an  infant,  to  reverse  it  after  he  had  attaixied  the  full 
age ',  and  praying  that  eveiy  person  who  had  levied  a  fine  during  his  infancy,  should  be 
allowed  a  certain  time,  such  as  two  years,  after  he  had  attained  full  age,  to  reverse  it ; 
to  which  the  king  answered,  that  he  would  consider  against  the  new  parliament,  whe- 
ther it  woold  be  proper  to  alter  the  old  law  in  this  point  or  not.-^ote  tofofmtr 
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12  Rep.  132. 


1  Init.  131  a. 
380  b. 
Keckwich's 
case,  Moo. 
844. 


Griffith's  caae» 
12  Mod.  444. 


Exception. 
Infant  trustees. 


See  also  ss.  11, 
12.  ib. 
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having  levied  a  fine,  which  supposed  him  to  be  of  fall  age ;  and, 
therefore,  as  both  facts  were  recorded,  and  contradicted  one 
another^  the  latter  fact  would  prevail. 

46.  If  the  fact  of  infancy  were  permitted  to  be  tried  by  any 
other  mode  than  the  personal  inspection  of  the  infant  in  a  court 
of  record,  averments  might  be  made  many  years  after  a  fine  had 
been  levied,  that  the  person  who  acknowledged  it  was  an  infant 
at  the  time:  by  which  means,  records  might  be  avoided  by 
bare  averments,  which  would  be  productive  of  the  greatest 
confusion. 

47.  If  the  person  of  an  infant  were  inspected  by  the  judges, 
and  it  was  once  recorded  that  he  was  within  age ;  although  the 
infant  should  attain  his  full  age,  or  die  before  the  fine  was 
reversed ;  yet  he,  or  his  heirs,  might  reverse  it,  any  time  after- 
wards. 

48.  An  infant  acknowledged  a  fine,  and  the  cognizee  omitted 
to  get  it  engrossed,  until  the  infant  should  attain  his  full  age,  in 
order  to  prevent  him  from  bringing  a  writ  of  error.  The  Court, 
upon  a  view  of  the  cognizance  produced  by  the  infant,  and  upon 
his  prayer  to  be  inspected,  and  to  have  his  nonage  recorded^  in- 
spected him,  and  recorded  his  infancy,  in  order  to  give  him  the 
benefit  of  his  writ  of  error ;  which  he  must  otherwise  have  lost 
as  his  nonage  determined  before  the  next  term. 

The  principles  here  laid  down  respecting  fines  levied  by  in- 
fants, are  confirmed  by  the  following  cases. — ^Anne  Hungate's 
case,  12  Rep.  122.  Warscombe  v.  Carrell,  Id.  124,  Dyer, 
220,  Herbert  Perrot's  case,  2  Vent.  30.  1  Mod.  246.  Hut- 
chinson's case,  3  Lev.  36,  Sherlocke's  case.  Sty.  467.  Cousin's 
case,  1  Vent.  69.  Requishe  v.  Requishe,  Bulst.  p.  2.  320. 
Poyntz's  case,  Cro,  Jac.  230. 

49.  [By  the  stat.  1  Will.  4. c.  60.  s,  6,(repealing 6  Geo.  4.  c.  74.) 
it  is  enacted,  that  where  any  person  seised  or  possessed  of  any  land 
upon  any  trust,  or  by  way  of  mortgage,  shall  be  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  infant,  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  convey  the  same  to  such  person 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Court  shall  think  proper, 

60.  By  the  7th  section  infant  trustees  and  mortgagees  of 
lands  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  Lancaster,  Chester, 
Durham,  and  Wales,  are  empowered  to  convey  by  the  direction 
of  those  courts.] 
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51.  Upon  a  petition  In  Chancery  [under  the  7  Ann.  c.  19.]  J'T^J*"'*' 
praying  that  an  infant,  the  heir  of  a  mortgagee  in  fee,  who  was  Com.  Rep.  615. 
likewise  a  feme  covert,  might  convey  by  fine,  under  this  statute, 
the  master  reporting  it  necessary, 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  this  question  came  before  him  soon 
after  he  had  the  seals,  and  that  he  consulted  with  Lord  Chief 
Baron  Comyns ;  who  thought  the  Court  might  order  an  infant, 
who  was  a  feme  covert,  to  levy  a  fine ;  for  the  act  was  general, 
that  all  persons  under  age  should  convey  and  assure ;  and  that  Vide  3  P. 
as  a  feme  covert  of  full  age  could  not  assure  but  by  fine,  the  Lombe  v.  ' 
Court  might  direct  an  infant  to  convey  in  the  same  manner  j  and  ^^^  217* 
an  order  was  made  accordingly. 

62.  Idiots,  lunatics,  and  generally  all  persons  of  non-sane  me-  Idiots  and 

T\  J    lunatics. 

mory,  were  mcapable  of  levying  fines ;  and  the  statute  De  modo 
kvandi  ^nes  exipready  directs,  that  persons  of  this  description 
shall  not  be  permitted  to  levy  a  fine.  But  still,  if  the  Judges  or 
Commissioners  allowed  them  to  levy  a  fine,  it  could  never  after- 
wards be  reversed  by  an  averment  that  the  cognizors  laboured 
under  any  of  those  disabilities:  because  the  record  and  judg-  4Bep.  124. 
ment  of  the  court,  being  the  highest  evidence  in  the  law,  the 
cognizors  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  capable  of  contracting 
at  the  time ;  therefore,  no  averment  could  be  admitted  to  the 
contrary.  A  declaration  of  the  uses  of  a  fine,  by  an  idiot  or 
lunatic,  would  also  be  good  as  law. 

63.  One  Henry  Bushley,  a  monstrous  and  deformed  cripple,  12  Rep.  124. 
and  idiot,  was  taken  from  his  guardian,  and  carried  to  a  place 
unknown,  where  he  was  kept  in  secret,  until  he  had  acknow- 
ledged a  fine  of  his  lands  before  Justice  Southcot,  to  one 
Bothome,  and  had  declared  the  use  of  the  line  to  Bothome  and 

his  heirs. 

Henry  Bushley  was  afterwards  found  by  inquisition  to  have 
been  an  idiot,  a  natwitatej  and  upon  an  action  brought  by  a  per- 
son who  claimed  under  Bothome,  the  idiot  was  sent  out  of  the 
Court  of  Wards  upon  a  man's  shoulders,  to  be  shown  to  the 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Dyer  said,  that  the  Judge  who  took  the  fine  was  not  worthy  to 
take  another :  but  notwithstanding  this,  and  although  the  mon- 
strous deformity  and  idiotcy  of  Bushley  was  apparent  and  visi- 
ble, yet  the  fine  stood  good* 

It  was  moved  as  a  doubt  in  the  Court  of  Wards,  whether  this 

VOL.  V.  K 
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fine  ^ould  not  entire  to  the  use  of  the  idiot  and  bis  heirs;  for 
although  it  was  agreed,  that  the  fine,  being  of  record,  hoaod  the 
idiot,  yet  it  was  contended,  that  the  deed  execnled  by  the  idiot 
was  not  sufficient  to  direct  the  uses  of  the  fine ;  but  it  was  re- 

h^^m/  **      •o*"*^'  "  That  forasmuch  as  he  waB  enabled  by  the  fine  as  to  the 

VidE  iofrL  principal,  he  should  not  be  disabled  to  limit  the  uses,  which  are 
but  as  accessary. 

Hugh  LCTing-B       54.  One  Hugh  Lewine,  who  was  an  idiot,  and  so  found  by 

cue,  10  Rep.  a  a'  ■    i  ». 

43  Wiocb,  i06.  office,  levied  a  fine,  and  declared  the  uses  of  it  by  indenture.  It 
was  resolved  in  the  Court  of  Wards  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justices 
Wray  and  Dyer,  that  both  the  fine  and  declaration  of  uses  should 
stand  good,  as  neither  Hugh  Lewing  nor  his  heirs  could  aver 
that  he  was  an  idiot :  and  it  was  said  by  the  Court,  that  they 
would  sooner  suppose  the  office  found  to  have  been  erroneous, 
than  bring  a  judicial  act  into  question,  or  the  judgment  of  the 
court  in  which  the  fine  was  levied. 

LiMer  <•■  lifter,      65.  A  complaint  was  made  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  by 

Hamei,  xla.  '  ««      i_      i_ 

Thomas  Gust,  supported  by  many  affidavits,  settmg  forth,  that 

Johanna  Lister,  one  of  the  ct^izorg  in  a  fine  lately  levied,  had 
for  some  years  past  been  disordered  in  her  senses,  and  was  so  at 
the  time  when  the  said  fine  was  levied.    The  Court  thereupon 
made  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  fine  should  not  be  vacated  ; 
and  for  John  Hancock,  one  of  the  commissioners  (who,  with  two 
others,  took  the  fine  by  dedima*  polestatem),  to  answer  the  mat- 
ters in  the  affidavits.    Upon  an  enlai^ement  of  the  rule,  the 
court  recommended  it  to  them  to  produce  the  said  Johanna  Lis- 
ter, who  resided  in  Yorkshire,  and  accordin^y  she  was  brought 
into  court ;  and  being  examined  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  ap- 
peared to  be  a  person  of  good  capacity,  and  very  well  to  under- 
stand the  intent  of  a  fine,  and  the  deed  declaring  the  uses  thereof, 
which  was  in  favour  of  her  husband,  with  whom  she  bad  lived 
many  years,  and  upon  whom  she  was  desirous  to  settle  her 
estate,  and  prevent  its  descending  to  the  said  Thomas  Cust,  her 
ihew  and  heir  at  law.    The  Court  diBcharged  the  rule  with 
ts  of  the  application,  and  the  expenses  of  the  said  Johanna's 
rney  to  Westminster,  to  be  paid  by  Cust. 
6.  [In  a  recent  case  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  refused  to 
pend  the  granting  of  the_/£ii(  of  a  fine,  upon  an  affidavit  that 
deforceant  was  between  ninety  and  a  hundred  years  old,  and 
«cile  in  mind.    The  Court  observed,  that  even  if  it  could  be 
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taken  npon  the  affidavit^  that  the  deforceant  was  imbecile  at  the 
present  time^  there  was  no  allegation  that  she  was  so  when  the 
proceedings  commenced^  and  that  it  might  be  of  dangerous  con- 
sequence to  grant  the  application. 

57.  But  where  one  of  the  vouchees  became  insane  between  the  Vale  and  othen 

.  .  Touchees. 

time  of  executing  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  the  passing  of  a  5  Bing.  176. 
recovery,  the  Court  refused  to  let  it  pass  as  to  him,  but  permitted 
it  as  to  the  other  parties.] 

58.  Corporations  aggregate  could  not  levy  fines ;  because,  being  Corporations. 
invisible  bodies,  they  could  only  appear  by  attorney :  whereas 

the  statute  De  modo  levandi  Jines  requires  that  the  parties  to  a  Co.  Read.  7. 
fine  shall  appear  personally  before  the  judges.    But  Lord  Coke 
says,  that  a  sole  corporation  may  acknowledge  a  fine. 

59.  With  respect  to  the  persons  who  were  capable  of  being  Who  might  take 
cognizees,  and  of  taking  any  estate  by  fine,  it  will  be  sufficient  iv>uch.  7. 

to  observe,  that  all  those  who  were  enabled  by  the  common  law  to 
take  by  ^y  of  grant,  might  also  take  an  estate  by  fine ;  such  as 
infants,  married  women,  corporations  sole  or  aggregate ;  for  an 
estate  might  be  taken  in  a  fine  by  attorney ;  or  any  other  per- 
son, except  those  who  were  considered  in  law  as  civilly  dead. 

60.  The  King  might  take  lands  by  fine,  because  it  was  a  mat-  WylHon  v. 
ter  of  record:  and  therefore  where  the  Marquis  of  Barkley  le-  piowdf237. 
vied  a  fine  to  certain  persons,  who  granted  and  rendered  to  Lord 
Barkley,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  remainder  to  King 

Henry  YII.  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  it  was  held  that  the 
estate  was  well  vested  in  the  King. 
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CHAP.  VI. 

Of  what  Thirds  a  Fine  might  be  levied,  and  by  what  Description. 

8bct.    9.  But  not  Manet  to  be  (ad 

OKtimLaut. 

10.  Bg  whmt  Dtter^titm, 


Sbct.  1.  E««ry  spteiu  vf  AmJ  Pf- 
petty. 

7.  T^tkti. 

8.  Kno  mver  Share: 


A  FINE  might  be  levied  of  every  apedes  of  real  property;  snch 
as  of  BD  honour,  manor,  messnage,  dove-house,  garden,  orchard, 
land,  meadow,  pasture,  wood,  nnderwood,  and  also  of  a  right  of 
fishing,  chase,  free  warren,  &ir,  toll,  waifs,  estrays,  common,  &c. ; 
and  in  general  it  might  be  laid  down  as  a  certain  rule,  that  a 
fine  might  be  levied  of  every  thing  whereof  Apradpe  quod  reddat, 
or  fadat,  lay. 

2.  There  are  even  some  things  whereof  a  fine  might  he  levied, 
although  a  prtecipe  quod  reddat  could  not  be  brought  for  them ; 
as  an  office,  for  which  neither  a  pradpe  nor  an  assizejay,  bat 
only  a  quod  permiltat. 

3.  A  fine  might  be  levied  of  an  advowson  in  gross,  or  right  of 
presentation  to  an  ecclesiafitical  benefice,  of  which  there  were  a 
variety  of  instances. 

4.  A  fine  might  be  levied  of  a  chief  rent,  a  rent-Kshatge,  or  any 
other  rent  which  was  actually  in  este.  But  a  fine  could  not  be 
levied  of  an  annuity  to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  because  it  was  only 
a  personal  inheritance. 

5.  A  fine  niight  be  levied  of  any  thing  that  lay  in  prender  ; 
pForided  it  could  be  ascertained  with  sufficient  accuracy ;  bat  of 
things  uncertain,  such  as  common  without  number,  a  fine  could 
not  be  levied. 

6.  A  fine  might  he  levied  of  an  undivided  part  of  a  manor, 
me»uage,  or  other  real  estate,  as  well  as  of  the  whole ;  and  the 
writ  must  have  been  for  an  undivided  moiety,tfaird,orfourth  part 


Title  XXXV.  Fine.  Ch.  VI.  s.  6-8.  133 

of  a  manor,  messuage^  &c.  But  if  an  entire  thing,  as  a  manor  or 
messuage^  were  parted ;  as  if  the  manor  of  Dale  were  divided 
into  two  parts ;  if  the  division  were  so  made,  that  the  manor  of 
that  part  were  not  extinct,  and  a  fine  were  levied  of  a  part  of  it, 
it  must  have  passed  by  the  name  of  the  whole :  as  de  manerio 
de  D.  cum  pertinentiis. 

7.  It  has  been  stated  that,  at  the  dissolution  of  the  monas-  Tithes. 

Tit.  22« 

teries  by  Henry  VIII.  the  appropriations  of  the  several  rectories, 
parsonages,  and  other  ecclesiastical  benefices  which  belonged  to 
the  religious  houses,  became  vested  in  the  King,  who  granted 
them  to  lay  persons.  And  in  order  to  enable  such  persons  to 
exercise  every  act  of  dominion  over  their  new  acquisitions,  it  was 
enacted  by  the  statute  32  Hen.  8.  c.  7.  s.  7.  that  in  all  cases,  where 
any  person  or  persons  should  have  any  estate  or  interest  in  any 
parsonage,  vicarage,  portion,  pension,  tithes,  oblations,  or  other 
ecclesiastical  or  spiritual  profit,  which  should  come  into  temporal 
hands  and  lay  uses,  they  should  have  the  same  remedies  as  for 
other  lands  and  tenements :  *^  And  that  writs  of  covenant  and 
other  writs  of  fines  to  be  levied,  and  all  other  assurances  to  be 
had,  made,  or  conveyed,  of  any  parsonage,  vicarage,  portion,  pen- 
sion, or  other  profit,  called  ecclesiastical  or  spiritual,  as  is  afore- 
said, should  be  thereafter  devised  and  granted  in  Chancery,  ac- 
cording as  had  been  used  for  fines  to  be  levied,  and  assurances  to  be 
bad  or  made,  or  conveyed,  of  lands,  tenements,  or  other  heredita- 
ments; and  that  all  judgments  to  be  given  upon  any  of  the  said 
writs  original,  so  to  be  devised  or  granted,  of  or  for  any  of  the 
premises,  or  any  of  them,  and  all  fines  to  be  levied  and  acknow- 
ledged in  any  of  the  King's  said  courts  thereof,  should  be  of  like 
force  and  effect  in  law,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  judgments 
given,  and  fines  levied,  of  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments 
in  the  same  courts,  upon  writs  original  therefore  duly  pursued 
and  prosecuted  ;  albeit  no  such  form  of  writs  original  out  of  the 
said  Court  of  Chancery  had  theretofore  proceeded  or  been 
awarded." 

8.  A  fine  might  be,  and  was  usually  levied  of  New  River  New  River 
shares,  by  the  description  of  so  much  land  covered  with  water ;  2  pTwms.  127 
and  whenever  a  fine  was  necessary  to  be  levied  of  such  shares,  as  ^^^^^  ** 
the  New  River  runs  through  three  counties,  (Hertford,  Middle-  ante,  c.  5. 
sex,  and  London,)  there  must  have  been  three  several  fines,  one  8  Taunt.  708. 
being  necessary  for  each  county. 
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Bnt  not  monej 
to  be  laid  oat  in 
land. 

Tit.  1.8.4. 
Tit.  2.  c.  2. 
i.  65.  et  leq. 

By  what  de- 
soriptioD. 


Touch.  11. 


Idem,  13. 
West.  Symb. 
S.27. 
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9.  We  have  seen  that,  in  equity,  where  money  is  covenanted 
or  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  such  money  is 
considered  as  land ;  but  still  a  fine  could  not  be  levied  of  it^ 
until  it  was  actually  invested  in  land. 

10.  With  respect  to  the  description  which  was  necessary  to  be 
used  in  a  writ  of  covenant,  of  those  things  whereof  fines  were 
levied^  it  should  be  the  same  as  was  used  in  a  pracipe  quod  rtdr 
dot,  in  an  adversary  suit.  But  a  fine  being  considered  as  a  com- 
mon assurance,  or  conveyance  by  consent,  it  was  construed  more ' 
favourably  than  a  judgment. 

11.  An  honour  might  pass  by  the  name  of  a  manor,  or  by  its 
proper  name ;  as  de  Iionore  de  T.,  or  de  manerio  de  T.  And 
where  a  manor  was  demanded,  it  was  sufficient  to  describe  it  by 
its  name  and  the  county  wherein  it  was  situate,  without  men- 
tioning the  vill  where  it  lay,  for  it  might  be  out  of  any  vill,  or 
extend  into  several  viUs. 

12.  Where  a  manor  extended  into  several  vills,  as  A.,  B.,  and 
C,  it  was  good  to  express  all  or  none :  for  if  any  one  of  the  vills 
were  omitted,  no  part  of  the  manor  situate  in  that  vill  passed ; 
though  a  fine  of  the  manor,  with  the  appurtenances,  would  have 
carried  the  whole  manor. 

Mallet  V.  13.  It  was  formerly  held,  that  where  a  fine  was  levied  of  a 

£iL  524.'7b7.   °^<^or»  nothing  but  a  real  manor  would  pass,  and  not  a  reputed 
Sir  M.  Finch's    manor.    But  it  has  long  since  been  agreed,  that  a  manor  in  re- 
putation only  would  pass  in  a  fine  by  the  word  manor ;  and 
that  when  a  fine  was  levied  of  a  manor,  with  its  appurtenances, 
lands,  reputed  to  be  parcel  of  the  manor,  would  pass. 

14.  Parsonages,  rectories,  vicarages,  or  tithes  impropriate,  did 
not  pass  by  the  words,  the  advowson  of  the  church  of  S.,  but  by 
the  words,  the  rectory  of  the  church  of  S. ;  with  the  appur- 
tenances. For  the  word  rectory  comprehends  the  parish  church 
vrith  all  its  rights,  glebes,  tithes,  and  other  profits  whatsoever. 
But  where  a  fine  was  levied  of  a  right  of  presentation  to  a 
church  only,  the  words  were,  of  the  advowson  of  the  church  of 

« 

S.,  and  not  with  the  appurtenances.  And  where  a  fine  was 
levied  of  a  vicarage  endowed,  the  writ  must  have  been  of  the 
advowson  of  the  vicarage  of  S.,  and  not  with  the  appurtenances. 
And  where  there  was  no  vicarage  endowed,  it  must  pass  under 
the  words,  the  advowson  of  the  church  of  S. 


6  Rep.  63. 


Touch.  12. 


Tit  22. 


Touch.  12. 
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16.  It  is  now  held,  that  where  the  word  lands  stands  alone  it  '^^^^-  ^'  ^^* 
will  extend  to  arable,  meadow,  and  pasture.    But  it  should  be  4  Bing.  90. 
demanded  by  the  certain  measure  of  its  quantity,  according  to  j^^,  5^, 
the  usual  mode  by  which  it  is  measured ;  as  an  acre,  oxgang,  Touch.  12. 
hide,  rood,  8cc.  and  by  the  names  which  are  usually  given  to  the 
different  kinds  of  land ;  as  arable,  meadow,  pasture,  8cc« 

16.  Where  a  fine  was  levied  of  a  certain  number  of  acres  of  ^**^?y' 

Newton, 

land,  it  became  a  question  whether  the  acres  were  to  be  con-  8  Mod.  276. 
sidered  as  customary  acres,  or  according  to  the  statute  De  terris  Stat.  Vol  1. 
mensurandis ;  nor  does  it  appear  how  the  case  was  determined,  ed.  Svo. 
But  Lord  Coke  mentions  a  case  where  it  was  adjudged,  that  in  f  ^^°''^*^/ 
a  common  recovery  of  a  certain  number  of  acres  of  land,  they 
should  be  estimated  according  to  the  customary  and  usual  mea- 
sure of  the  country,  and  not  according  to  the  statute  De  terris 
maisurandis. 

17.  The  particular  vill  or  hamlet,  town,  hundred  and  county  Tit.  32.  c.  21. 
in  which  the  lands  lay  ought  to  be  mentioned  in  the  fine.    And 

where  a  fine  was  intended  to  be  levied  of  lands,  lying  in  two 
vills,  and  one  of  the  vills  only  was  mentioned  in  the  writ,  it  was 
held,  that  the  lands  lying  in  the  other  vill  did  not  pass. 

18.  Upon  a  special  verdict  it  appeared,  that  there  were  two  stork  ».  Fox, 
▼ills,  Walton  and  Street,  in  the  parish  of  Street    A  fine  was 

levied  of  certain  lands  in  Street ;  and  whether  the  lands  in  Wal- 
ton passed  by  that  fine,  was  the  question. 

It  was  adjudged  that  they  did  not  pass ;  for  Street  being  a 
distinct  vill,  and  so  found  by  the  verdict,  although  the  parish 
of  Street  comprehended  them  both,  yet  the  lands  in  Walton 
were  not  comprised  in  the  fine.  But  if  the  fine  had  been  levied 
generally  of  lands  in  the  parish  of  Street,  then  all  had  well 
passed. 

19.  If  a  fine  were  levied  of  lands  in  A.,  and  the  party  had  also 
lands  in  B.,  yet  if  the  constable  of  A.  was  also  constable  of  B., 
all  the  lands  should  pass ;  for  in  such  cases  both  places  consti- 
tute the  same  vill. 

20.  Upon  a  special  venlict  it  appeared,  that  a  fine  had  been  Waidron  t;. 
levied  of  all  the  cognizor's  land  in  A.,  and  that  he  had  lands  in  1  Mod.  78. 
B. ;  that  a  tithingman  was  appointed  in  B.,  but  that  the  con-  *  ^®°^'  ^^^' 
stables  of  A.  exercised  their  authority,  not  only  in  A.  but  also 

inB. 


^ 
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Monk  V. 
Butler,  Cro. 
Ja.  574. 


Favely  v. 
EastoQ,  Cro. 
Car.  269. 276. 
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Lord  Holt  said,  one  parish  might  contain  three  vills.  The 
parish  of  A.  may  contain  the  vills  of  A.»  B.,  and  C. ;  that  is, 
where  there  were  distinct  constables  in  every  one  of  them.  But 
if  the  constable  of  A.  ran  through  the  whole,  then  was  the  whole 
but  one  vill  in  law ;  or  where  there  was  a  tithingman,  it  might  be 
a  vill ;  but  if  the  constable  ran  through  the  tithing,  then  it  was 
all  one  vill.  He  knew  where  3  or  4000/.  a  year  had  been  en- 
joyed by  a  fine  levied  of  land  in  the  vill  of  A.,  in  which  were 
five  several  hamlets,  in  which  were  tithings,  but  the  constable  of 
A.  ran  through  them  all ;  and  upon  that,  it  was  held  good  for 
all.  There  was  a  case  of  the  constable  of  Blandford  Forum, 
wherein  it  was  held,  that  if  he  had  a  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  all  the  rest  of  the  constables,  the  fine  would  have  passed 
the  lands  in  alL  In  some  places  they  had  tithingmen  and  no 
constables. 

21.  A  fine  might  be  levied  of  a  close  or  messuage  by  a 
known  name,  without  any  mention  of  the  vill  or  hamlet  in 
which  it  lay. 

22.  In  trespass,  the  question  was,  whether  a  fine  might  be 
levied  of  a  close,  by  a  known  name  in  a  vill,  without  any  men* 
tion  of  the  vill  or  hamlet  in  which  it  lay. 

It  was  adjudged  that  the  fine  was  good  enough ;  for  it  was 
but  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  which  being  recorded,  although 
there  was  neither  vill  nor  hamlet  mentioned  wherein  it  lay,  it 
was  good.  And  notwithstanding  it  was  objected,  that  a  pradpe 
ought  to  be  in  a  village  or  hamlet,  or  place  known  out  of  a  vil- 
lage or  hamlet,  as  appeared  by  all  pleadings ;  for  if  the  place 
known  was  within  a  vill  or  a  hamlet,  the  prtRcipe  ought  to  be 
brought  accordingly ;  yet  it  was  answered,  that  this  was  true  ia 
a  pradpe  or  other  writ  to  which  the  defendant  was  to  answer; 
but  this  being  but  a  concord  and  agreement  of  the  parties,  and 
no  exception  taken,  but  the  fine  drawn  and  passed,  it  was  good. 

23.  It  was  found  by  special  verdict,  that  John  Easton,  being 
tenant  in  tail  of  a  certain  messuage  and  lands  called  Easton^s, 
lying  in  Bishop's  Morchard,  levied  a  fine  thereof,  by  the  name 
of  a  messuage  and  200  acres  of  land ;  50  acres,  &c.  in  ISssing- 
ton,  Easton,  and  Chilford ;  and  that  there  was  not  any  vill  or 
hamlet  or  place  known  by  the  name  of  the  messuage  or  tenement 
called  Easton's,  out  of  the  vills  or  hamlets ;  and  that  none  of  the 
said  tenements  were  in  Essington  or  Chilford. 


r 
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Tbe  question  was,  whether,  upon  this  matter  found,  a  fine 
levied  of  lands  in  places  known  in  a  vill,  not  mentioning  the  vill 
or  hamlet  where  the  lands  ai*e,  was  good. 

All  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  the  fine  was  good,  be- 
cause, being  but  an  assurance,  it  was  to  be  taken  favourably. 

24.  The  word  tenement  was  not  a  sufficient  description  of  Steed  v. 
any  thing  whereof  a  fine  was  levied ;  for  a  tenement  might  con-  i  Leont^'ss. 
sist  of  a  messuage,  land,  or  any  other  thing  which  lay  in  tenure. 
And  there  is  an  instance  where  a  fine,  levied  of  two  tenements^ 
was  reversed  by  writ  of  error. 

26.  In  the  case  of  an  amb^itas  latens  in  the  description  of  Vide  Tit.  32. 
the  things  whereof  a  fine  was  levied,  an  averment  was  admitted  Giib.'£v.38. 
to  explain  it.    Thus  if  a  person  had  two  manors,  which  were  ^^* 

both  known  by  the  name  of  Dale»  and  he  levied  a  fine  of  the  ^  also  Dean 
manor  of  Dale  generally,  circumstances  might  be  given  in  8*Dowl.&'Ry. 
evidence  to  prove  which  manor  was  intended  to  pass  by  the 
fine. 

26.  A  fine  did  not  ascertain  but  only  comprised  the  lands  i*it.  32.  c.  12. 
whereof  it  was  levied ;  so  that  it  was  in  all  cases  extremely 

proper  to  have  a  declaration  of  uses,  in  order  that  the  precise 
lands  comprehended  in  the  fine,  and  intended  to  pass  by  it, 
might  be  ascertained. 

27.  There  are  frequent  instances  of  tenants  in  fee  simple,  2Atk.24i. 
who,  in  levying  fines,  inserted  more  parcels  of  land  than  actually  138. 
belonged  to  them ;  in  which  case.  Lord  Hardwicke  says,  a  court 

of  equity  would  restrain  the  operation  of  the  fine  to  such  lands 
as  did  really  belong  to  the  parties. 
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CHAP.  VII. 
Amendment  of  Fines. 


Sect.    2.  Origitud  Wrii, 

7.  Entry  of  the  King's  SUoer. 
10.  Proclamatwiu, 
14.  Description  of  the  Property, 


Sect.  25.  Names  qf  the  Parties  when 
amended. 
81.  A  Fine  of  one  Term  womU, 
not  be  altered  to  another. 


Section  I. 

!   Fines  being  considered  as  common  assurances,  made  with  the 

■   consent  of  the  parties,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  upon  the 

i   authority  of  the  statute  8  Hen.  6.  c.  12.  by  which  the  judges  are 

/    authorized  to  reform  and  amend  all  misprisions  of  clerks  in  re- 

^    cords,  has  frequently  permitted  fines  to  be  amended,  where  any 

palpable  mistake  or  misprision  has  been  made  by  the  officers  of 

the  court,  in  the  entry  of  the  King's  silver,  the  proclamations,  or 

the  description  of  the  lands,  (a) 

Original  writ.         2.  The  judges  have,  in  some  instances,  even  directed  the  ori- 

(a)  [By  the  statate  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  s.  7.  it  is  enacted,  that  if  it  shall  be  ap- 
parent, from  the  deed  declaring  the  uses  of  any  fine  already  levied,  or  hereafter  to  be 
levied,  that  there  is  in  the  indentures,  record,  or  any  of  the  proceedings  of  such  fine, 
any  error  in  the  name  of  the  conusor  or  conusee  of  such  fine,  or  any  misdeicriptioD  or 
omission  of  lands  intended  to  have  been  passed  by  such  fine,  then  and  in  every  such 
case  the  fine,  without  any  amendment  of  the  indentures,  record,  or  proceedings  oo. 
which  such  error,  misdescription,  or  omiision  shall  have  occurred,  shall  be  as  good  and 
valid  as  the  same  would  have  been,  and  shall  be  held  to  have  passed  all  the  lands  in- 
tended to  have  been  passed  thereby,  in  the  same  manner  as  it  would  have  done,  if  there 
had  been  no  such  error,  misdescription,  or  omission.  By  section  12.  it  is  provided, 
that  where  any  fine  or  common  recovery  shall,  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  have  been 
wholly  reversed,  such  fine  or  recovery  shall  not  be  rendered  valid  by  this  act ;  and 
where  any  fine  or  common  recoveiy  shall,  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  have  been  re- 
versed as  to  some  only  of  the  parties  thereto,  or  as  to  some  only  of  the  lands  thereiii 
comprised,  such  fine  or  recoveiy  shall  not  be  rendered  valid  by  this  act,  so  £tf  as  the 
same  shaU  have  been  reversed ;  and  where  any  person  who  would  have  been  barred  by 
any  fine  or  common  recovery,  if  valid,  shall,  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  have  had 
any  dealings  with  the  lands  comprised  in  such  fine  6r  recovery,  on  the  faith  ci  the  same 
being  invalid,  such  fine  or  recovery  shall  not  be  rendered  valid  by  this  act ;  and  this  act 
shall  not  render  valid  any  fine  or  common  recoveiy,  as  to  lands  of  which  any  person 
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ginal  writ  upon  which  a  fine  had  been  levied,  to  be  amended. 
But  the  propriety  of  such  amendment  seems,  from  some  modern 
determinations,  to  be  extremely  doubtful. 

3-  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  reverse  a  fine,  and  the  error  Gap's  case, 
assigned  was,  that  the  writ  of  covenant  bore  teste  the  24th  of        P' 
April,  returnable  quind.  pasch.  which  was  the  14th  of  April,  so 
that  the  return  was  before  the  teste. 

It  was  resolved  by  the  whole  Court  that  the  writ  should  be 
amended,  because  fines  were  nothing  more  than  common  assur- 
ances, entered  into  with  the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties. 
This  case  is,  however,  said  to  be  totally  misreported ;  and  the 
doctrine  there  laid  down,  that  an  original  writ  may  be  amended, 
has  been  contradicted  by  the  following  determination. 

4.  Lord  Pembroke  petitioned  the  House  of  Lords  for  a  bill  to  Pembroke  ». 
set  aside  an  amendment  made  in  a  fine,  levied  in  the  Court  of  f^aik.  62. 
Great  Sessions  in  Wales.  ^*^^*'  ^• 

It  was  referred  to  the  judges,  whether  the  fine  was  amendable 
in  those  particulars,  in  which  it  had  been  amended ;  and  whe- 
ther such  amendments  were  warranted  by  law.  One  of  the 
amendments  was  in  the  original  writ,  which  had  been  tested  six 
months  after  the  dedimus  for  the  caption. 

Lord  Holt  certified  the  opinion  of  the  judges  to  be,  that  the 
writ  of  covenant,  being  an  original  writ,  was  not  amendable, 
either  by  the  common  law,  or  by  any  statute.  That  neither  the 
14th  Edw.  3.  nor  the  8th  Hen.  6.  warranted  such  an  amend- 
ment. That  as  to  this  purpose  there  was  no  difference  between 
adversary  actions  and  amicable  ones,  for  no  court  could  amend  a 
mistake  in  a  deed,  which  was  as  much  a  common  assurance  as  Cooke  demand* 

.  .  .  I  4  TftUDt.  644# 

a  fine,  and  that  Gage's  case  was  misreported,  and  was  not  law. 

ihaU,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  act,  be  in  possession,  in  respect  of  any  estate 
which  the  fine  or  common  recoveiy,  if  valid,  would  have  barred,  nor  any  fine  or  common 
Tcooveiy,  which  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  shaU 
have  refused  to  amend ;  nor  shall  this  act  prejudice  or  afiect  any  proceedings  at  law  or 
in  equity,  pending  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  act,  in  which  the  validity  of  such 
fine  oriecoveiy  shall  be  in  question,  between  the  party  claiming  under  such  fine  or 
leeoveiy,  and  the  party  claiming  adversely  thereto  ;  and  such  fine  or  recovecy,  if  the 
result  of  such  proceedings  shall  be  to  invalidate  the  same,  shall  not  be  rend«fed  valid  by 
this  act ;  and  if  such  proceedings  shall  abate  or  become  defective,  in  consequence  of  the 
deaUi  of  the  par^  claiming  under  or  advenely  to  such  fine  or  recovery,  any  person  who, 
hot  for  this  act,  would  have  a  right  of  action  or  suit,  by  reason  of  the  invalidity  of  such 
fine  or  iBCOveiy,  shall  retain  such  right,  so  that  he  commence  proceedings  within  six 
calendar  months  after  the  death  of  such  party.] 
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6.  In  Lord  Raymond's  Reports,  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Powell,  that  the  teste  of  an  original  writ  was  not  amendable ; 
that  it  was  so  resolved  by  the  House  of  Lords,  with  the  con- 
current opinion  of  all  the  judges,  upon  consideration  of  Gage's 
case,  in  the  case  of  Lord  Jefferies ;  and  a  judgment  given  in 
Wales  upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  was  reversed ;  and  upon 
that  occasion  the  record  of  Grage's  case  was  searched  for,  and 
found  not  to  warrant  the  report.  And  Lord  Holt  said,  the 
record  of  Gage's  case  was  in  Coke's  Entries,  Tit.  Error,  p.  9. 
260.,  where  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  contrary  to  the 
report;  for  the  writ  was  not  amended,  but  the  fine  reversed. 

6.  In  a  late  case  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  refused  to 
amend  the  return  of  a  writ  of  covenant,  on  which  a  fine  had 
been  levied ;  because  the  deed  of  uses  was  suspicious,  the  fine 
having  been  taken  from  a  dying  woman.  But  Sir  W.  Black- 
stone  observes,  that  the  Court  gave  no  opinion  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  such  an  amendment,  in  a  fair  case. 

7.  A  mistake  of  a  clerk  in  the  entry  of  the  King's  silver 
would  be  allowed  to  be  amended. 

8.  Husband  and  wife  being  seised  of  the  manor  of  Empoles, 
levied  a  fine  thereof,  by  the  name  of  the  manor  of  Empoles, 
and  of  a  great  number  of  acres  of  land,  meadow,  &c.  according 
to  the  common  form  of  fines;  and  the  manor  and  tenements 
were  valued  at  twenty  marks  per  annum,  so  that  the  fine  in  the 
hanaper  was  1/.  65.  8d.,  and  therefore  the  Kings's  silver,  or 
post-fine  amounted  to  forty  shillings. 

The  clerk  made  the  entry  of  the  King's  silver  in  this  form : — 
Nich.  Bohun  dot  domina  regime  40s.  pro  licentia  concardandi,  S^c. 
in  pladto  conventionis  of  so  many  acres  of  land,  meadow,  &c. 
omitting  the  manor ;  and  error  being  assigned  on  this  point, 
because  the  King's  silver  was  not  mentioned  to  be  paid  as  well 
for  the  manor  as  for  the  other  tenements,  it  was  resolved  by  all 
the  judges,  that  the  roll  of  the  entry  of  the  King's  silver  should 
be  amended,  according  to  the  writ  of  covenant,  the  note,  the 
foot,  and  certificate  of  the  judges,  in  these  words — De  manerio 
de  Empoles  cum  pertinentiis  ac,  ^c,  which  were  omitted  through 
the  negligence  of  the  clerk ;  for  it  appeared  that  the  whole  sum 
was  paid,  as  well  for  the  manor,  as  for  the  residue  of  the  tene- 
ments, so  that  no  prejudice  was  done  to  the  Queen. 
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9*  [In  a  recent  instance  a  fine  was  permitted  to  pass  as  of  a  Ash  &  Ux.  & 

.  r    t       rr-      3     Watts,  Con* 

term  twenty  two  years  previous  upon  payment  of  the  Kmg  s  6  Bing.  275. 
silver,  all  the  surviving  parties  who  were  interested  consenting, 
upon  its  being  shown  that,  unknown  to  the  parties,  the  clerk 
instructed  to  pass  it  had  absconded  with  the  money  intrusted 
to  him  for  the  payment  of  the  King's  silver,  when  that  payment 
alone  was  wanting  to  complete  the  fine.] 

10.  The  proclamations  in  a  fine  might  also  be  amended ;  even  Proclamations. 
after  a  writ  of  error  had  been  brought,  in  which  the  defect  in 
the  proclamations  was  assigned  for  error. 

!!•  Thus  the  proclamations  which  were  endorsed  on  the  foot  JDowUng's  case, 
of  a  fine,  were,  pending  a  writ  of  error,  allowed  to  be  amended, 
according  to  the  proclamations  on  the  note  of  the  fine,  remain- 
ing with  the  chirographer.  And  in  another  case  the  proclama-  Down's  case, 
tions  of  a  fine  were  allowed  to  be  amended,  after  a  writ  of  error 
had  been  brought,  in  which  that  circumstance  was  assigned  for 
error. 

12.  So  where  a  mistake  had  been  made  in  the  third  proclama-  Pettusv. 

Oods&lvo 

tion,  on  the  foot  of  the  fine,  and  the  fourth  proclamation  was  i3  Rep.  54. 
altogether  left  out :    but  it  appearing  that  the  proclamations 
upon  the  record  remaining  with  the  chirographer,  and  in  the  book 
of  the  chirographer,  were  properly  made ;  it  was  adjudged  that 
the  errors  in  the  proclamations  should  be  amended. 

13.  In  the  same  manner  where  a  fine  was  levied  in  Mich«  11  strilley's  case. 

Hut  12!l« 

Eliz.  and  the  proclamations  endorsed  by  the  chirographer  were 
right ;  but  in  the  note  of  the  fine  delivered  to  the  custos  brevium, 
the  second  proclamation  appeared  to  have  been  made  on  the  20th 
May,  where  it  should  have  been  on  the  23d  May :  the  Court 
held  that  it  should  be  amended ;  for  the  engrossment  upon  the 
fine,  by  the  chirographer,  was  the  foundation,  which,  being  right, 
was  a  sufficient  warrant  to  amend  the  other ;  though  the  Court 
held  it  a  good  fine,  without  any  amendment 

14.  The  description  of  the  property  intended  to  be  comprised  Description  of 
in  a  fine  was  frequently  erroneous;  and  in  all  such  cases  it 

would  be  allowed  to  be  amended,  in  conformity  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  provided  such  intention  appeared  sufficiently, 
either  from  the  deed  to  lead  or  declare  the  uses  of  the  fine,  {a) 
or  from  any  other  sufficient  circumstances. 

(a)  [See  Stat  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  ss.  7.  12.  sup.  page  138,  note  (a)  J 
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15.  Serjeant  Pemberton  moved  to  amend  a  fine  which  ym 
levied  of -the  manor  of  Ighfield,  where  the  deed  which  declared 
the  uses  was  of  the  manor  of  Isbtfield,  which  was  the  true 
name.    And  it  was  amended  accordingly. 

16.  It  appeared  to  the  court,  after  the  examination  of  fhe 
plaintiff  and  deforciant,  the  inspection  of  a  fine  levied  between 
the  parties,  and  the  deed  declaring  the  uses  of  the  fine,  that  by 
the  omission  or  misprision  of  the  clerk,  who  made  and  engrossed 
the  pracipe  and  concord  of  the  fine,  he  supposed  the  lands  to  lie 
among  others  in  the  parish  of  Lanceston,  when  in  fact  there 
was  no  such  parish  in  the  whole  county  of  Cornwall,  hut  that 
it  ought  to  have  been  in  the  parish  of  Si.  Stephens,  near 
Lanceston. 

It  was  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  as  well  the  pracipe  and  writ 
of  covenant,  as  all  entries  and  records  of  the  said  fine,  should  be 
amended  and  rectified,  by  inserting  the  words  Sl  Stephen's  near, 
as  by  law  it  ought  to  be  done. 

17.  So  where  a  motion  was  made  to  amend  a  fine,  by  in- 
serting the  word  Woorth:  and  on  showing  cause  the  rule  was 
made  absolute  for  the  amendment;  although  it  was  objected 
that  the  heirs  at  law  would  be  prejudiced  by  the  amendment 
But  the  Court  said,  they  could  not  take  notice  whether  it  woold 
be  prejudicial  to  the  heir  at  law  or  not ;  as  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
Court  to  make  the  fine  agreeable  to  the  deed  of  uses,  and  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties. 

18.  Two  fines  of  land  in  the  island  of  Antigua  were  ordered 
to  be  amended,  upon  hearing  counsel  for  the  cognizee,  and  the 
heirs  at  law  of  the  cognizors,  who  had  brought  writs  of  error  to 
reverse  the  fines.  The  lands  were  described  in  the  writs,  &c. 
thus  : — In  insula  de  Antigua  in  America^  inpartilms  trananarvM} 
viz.  inparochia  Sancta  Maria  Islington  in  com.  Middlesex.  The 
amendment  yvz»  by  striking  out  the  words,  in  America  inpartibus 
transmarinis. 

Articles  of  agreement  between  the  parties  to  (he  fines,  to 
convey  and  assure  the  lands  in  the  island  of  Antigua,  were  read: 
and,  per  curiam,  the  repugnancy  inserted  merely  through  want 
of  skill,  and  which  would  vitiate  the  fines,  must  be  rejected,  and 
the  fines  made  effectual,  that  is  in  common  form ;  if  they  be 
then  insufficient,  advantage  may  be  taken  thereof. 


'"—1^ 
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19.*  A  fine  levied  in  1  Qeo.  1.  was  ordered  to  be  amended  Craghilit. 

PattiMon, 

according  to  the  deed  of  uses,  by  striking  out  the^  word  parochial  Bames,  24^ 
and  inserting  the  word  parochiis;  and  also  by  inserting  the  Ta^erehaliTdk 
words  et  Malmerby.  *  Taunt.  267. 

20.  It  was  moved  that  a  fine  levied  in  the  reign  of  Qaeen  Ann  Bohoun  v. 
might  be  amended  by  a  deed  of  marriage  settlement,  on  the  be-  3  "^jjj'  ^.  ^g 
half  of  one  John  Smith,  tenant  in  tail  under  that  settlement,  by 
altering  the  name  of  a  parish  in  the  fine  from  Coxley  to  Corley.  Manley,  dem. 

Yx  i»t  yT»j'     Tattcrehall,  def. 

Up<Hi  readmg  the  deed,  the  indenture  of  fine,  and  an  affidavit  4  Taunt.  257. 
that  there  was  no  snch  parish  as  Coxley  in  the  county  where  the  9  ]^ao4.  tS). 
lands  were,  the  Court  ordered  the  fine  to  be  amended,  without 
making  any  rule  upon  any  person  to  show  cause. 

21.  In  a  modem  case,  where  a  deed  to  lead  the  uses  of  a  fine  Lambe  «. 
covenanted  to  be  levied,  and  which  was  levied  accordingly,  5  Taunt.  207. 
described  the  lands  correctly  by  its  quantities  and  occupiers,  but 

stating  it  to  be  in  a  parish  in  which  it  was  not,  the  fine  was 
amended,  though  the  heir  of  the  conusor  was  heard  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  amendment,  which  was  to  his  disherison. 

22.  Where  one  of  the  deeds  to  lead  the  uses  of  a  fine,  namely,  Phiilipa,  dem. 

-  Jones,  def. 

the  lease  for  a  year,  contained  the  word  tithes,  but  the  deed  of  3  Bos.  &  Pul. 

362 

release  omitted  that  word;  the  Court  refused  to  amend  the 
writ  of  entry,  by  inserting  the  word  tithes,  though  the  release 
had  the  words,  hereditaments  and  appurtenances  whatsoever: 
and  observed,  that  the  release  did  not  convey  all  the  heredita- 
ments described  in  the  lease,  but  only  the  hereditaments  belong- 
ing to  the  messuages  and  lands  before  described  in  the  release 
itself ;  and  that  tithes  were  not  hereditaments  belonging  to  the  ciutterbuck  v. 
land,  but  were  separate  subject  of  tenure,  and  must  be  held  by  1  Marsh,  406. 
a  different  title. 

23.  It  is  laid  down  by  Judge  Jenkins,  that  more  acres  of  land  Cent  6.  ca.  46. 
do  not  pass  by  a  fine,  than  the  fine  mentions,  although  the  inden- 
ture that  leads  the  uses  of  it  mentions  more  acres  than  are  in  the 

fine.    I  presume,  however,  that  a  fine  would  now  be  amended 
by  increasing  the  number  of  acres,  in  conformity  to  the  deed  of 
uses,  the  measure  by  which  juries  usually  go  in  ascertaining  the  Eyton  v. 
description  of  the  estates  whereof  a  fine  is  levied.    But  where  4^'pari. 
the  deed  of  uses  is  general,  the  Court  will  nof  allow  the  number  ^^^Jf  g  ^q 
of  acres  inserted  in  a  fine  to  be  increased,  (a)  8  Taunt.  74. 

336.- 
(a)  [Vid.  sup.  p.  138,  note.] 
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24.  Oa  a  motion  to  amend  a  fine  by  increasing  the  nomber  of 
acres,  the  deed  of  uses  being  general,  and  the  intent  only  proved 
by  affidavit ; 

Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grey  observed,  that  amendments  and- 
ently  were  only  of  errors  in  the  process  of  fines,  or  mistakes  in 
the  description  of  the  pTemises ;  and  these  were  amended  by 
other  parts  of  the  same  record :  but  the  amendment  then  required 
varied  the  extent  of  the  premises  from  fifty  to  eighty-four  acres. 
This  indeed  might  be  done  upon  principle,  provided  it  was  in- 
tended by  the  parties;  but  what  was  the  evidence  of  that 
intent ;  the  deed  to  lead  the  uses  could  not  be  legal  evidence  of 
the  wife's  intent,  because  she  was  not  examined  as  to  the 
deed,  as  she  was  to  the  fine;  and  so  there  was  nothing  to 
amend  by. 

Sir  W.  Blackstone  thought  the  deed  of  uses  sufficient  evidence 
of  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  that  it  had  always  been 
allowed  as  such,  even  in  the  case  of  femes  covert ;  Luggins  v. 
Rawlins,  Barnes.  But  what  did  the  deed  of  uses  say  ?  it  de- 
scribed no  number  of  acres ;  that  was  to  be  proved  by  viva  voce 
evidence,  which  was  too  dangerous.  He  could  find  no  precedent 
where  the  quantity  or  number  of  acres  had  been  increased,  mnch 
less  nearly  doubled,  as  in  this  case ;  and  was  not  for  making  a 
precedent,  which  would  give  such  an  inlet  to  fraud. 

26.  An  enor  in  the  spelling  of  the  names  of  the  parties,  [or  in 
a  wrong  Christian  name,  or  in  the  description  of  the  parties,  was 
under  circumstances  allowed,  (a)  hut  in  general  the  Court  of 
C.  B.  would  not  permit  one  entire  name,  or  a  surname  to  be 
substituted  for  another  on  the  record  of  a  fine :  formerly  the 
practice  of  the  Court  was  more  strict,  as  appears  by  the  fijlowing 
case.] 

26.  On  a  motion  to  alter  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  in  a  fine 
fh>m  Robert  to  John ;  on  an  affidavit,  by  the  attorney  concerned, 
that  John  Dixon  was  the  party  meant,  who  bad  purchased  a 
part  of  the  OBtatc,  and  that  no  deed  to  declare  the  uses  of  this 
fine  had  then  been  executed :  the  Court  thought  that  this  was 
equivalent  to  a  new  fine ;  and  refused  the  motion. 

27.  [But  in  recent  cases,  the  alteration  in  the  Christian 
name  of  the  parties  has  not  unfrequently  been  allowed :  thus  in 


(■)  [S«eiUI.3&4  Wil1.4.c 
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Bobson  and  others  v,  Dewar,  the  name  of  George  had  been  in- 
serted by  mistake  for  John  in  the  proceedings  of  the  fine ;  the 
deforciant's  name  was  John  Dewar,  and  by  that  name  he  had 
executed  the  deed  to  lead  the  uses.  The  Court,  upon  affidavit 
explaining  the  circumstances,  allowed  the  amendment  by  inserting 
the  name  of  John. 

28.  So  in  Bye,  plaintifT,  Hay  ward,  deforciant,  the  precipe  and  1  Moore,  125. 
concord  of  a  fine  were  amended  in  the  name  conformably  to  the 

parties'  signature  in  the  writs  of  covenant  and  dedimusJ] 

29.  A  motion  was  made  to  amend  a  fine,  by  altering  the  sur-  £<  pft^e 
names  of  the  deforciants  in  the  writs  of  covenant  and  dedimus  &  Pal/455. 
poiesiatem^  and  in  the  precipe  and  concord  acknowledged  by 

them,  and  at  the  several  offices  through  which  they  had  passed, 
from  Wood  to  Motley ;  and  that  the  chirographer  should  be  or- 
dered to  deliver  up  such  writs,  &c.  for  the  above  purpose.  An 
affidavit  was  produced  of  the  attorney  who  was  employed  to 
pass  the  fine  three  years  before,  and  of  the  deforciants  themselves ; 
the  former  of  whom  stated,  that  at  the  time  he  was  employed  to 
pass  the  fine,  and  through  the  whole  of  the  transaction,  he  un- 
derstood the  names  of  the  deforciants  to  be  Wood,  and  accord- 
ingly inserted  that  naiHe  instead  of  Motley,  which  he  then  found 
to  be  their  real  names,  in  the  writ  of  covenant ;  and  that  they, 
being  illiterate  persons,  only  put  their  mark,  and  did  not  discover 
the  mistake.  The  deforciants  stated  that  the  fine  was  read  over 
to  them,  and  they  understood  it,  but  did  not  discover  the  mistake 
which  had  been  made  with  respect  to  their  names. 

Lord  Alvanley  said,  this  was  an  application  to  amend  a  fine, 
by  inserting  the  names  of  Motley  and  wife,  instead  of  Wood  and 
wife.  It  was  not  sworn  that  the  parties  at  the  time  the  fine  was 
passed  were  as  well  known  by  one  name  as  the  other,  or  even 
that  they  were  known  by  the  name  of  Wood  at  all ;  and  the 
Court  was  desired  to  make  the  amendment,  without  any  reason 
given  why  one  name  was  put  for  the  other.  The  consequences 
of  such  an  amendment  must  be  obvious  to  every  body.  Suppose  | 
an  ejectment  brought,  and  a  search  made  for  a  fine  and  none 
found,  and  then,  when,  the  parties  came  to  trial,  a  fine  is  pro- 
duced, which  escaped  the  search  because  the  name  had  been 
changed.  These  amendments  ought  not  to  be  made,  except  in 
cases  where  the  alteration  wa^  of  such  a  nature  as  that  no  one 
could  be  misled  by  it.    He  would  go  further,  and  say,  that  if  the 
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Court  of  Common  Pleas  bad  allowed  such  an  amendment  as  was 
then  applied  for^  he,  as  Master  of  the  Rolls,  would  not  have 
gi'anted  a  new  writ  of  covenant. 

The  other  Judges  concurred,  and  the  motion  was  refused. 

30.  [By  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Easter  term, 
1828,  to  avoid  delay  and  expense  occasioned  by  any  variance  in 
the  names  of  any  of  the  parties  making  acknowledgments  before 
commissioners,  between  their  signature  thereto,  and  the  pr^pe 
prefixed  to  such  acknowledgment,  or  the  dedimus  potestaiem, 
under  which  the  same  was  taken,  it  was  ordered,  that  the  com- 
missioners before  they  signed  their  names  to  the  caption  of  such 
acknowledgment,  should  take  care  that  the  signatures  of  the  par- 
ties corresponded  with  the  pracipe  and  dedinms,  and  that  if  any 
of  the  names  were  not  correctly  stated  in  the  dedimus,  they 
should  forbear  to  take  the  acknowledgment  until  the  writ  should 
have  been  amended  by  the  proper  officer.] 

31.  Although  the  Common  Pleas  would  allow  a  fine  to  be 
amended  in  matters  of  form  ;  yet  where  a  fine  was  recorded  of 
one  term,  that  Court  would  not  alter  it,  by  making  it  a  fine  of 
another  term. 

32.  A  fine  was  taken  on  the  1st  October,.  1770,  10  Geo.  3., 
and  acknowledged  before  commissioners,  in  which  Sir  J.  Eardly 
Wilmot,  then  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
and  others,  were  cognizors,  which  was  passed,  engrossed,  and 
recorded  as  a  fine  of  the  preceding  Trinity  term.  Sir  J.  E.  Wil- 
mot had  nothing  in  the  lands,  until  a  few  days  before  he  ac- 
knowledged the  fine ;  and  therefore  in  the  deed  to  lead  the  uses 
thereof,  it  was  covenanted  by  the  parties,  that  the  fine  should  be 
levied  as  of  the  Michaelmas  term  next  ensuing  the  acknowledg- 
ment thereof;  but  by  mistake  the  fine  was  recorded  as  of  the 
preceding  Trinity  term. 

Upon  producing  the  deed  to  lead  the  uses  of  the  fine,  and 
showing  the  mistake,  it  was  moved  that  the  fine  might  be 
altered,  and  made  a  fine  of  Michaelmas  term ;  according  to  the 
covenant  in  the  deed  of  uses ;  but  Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grey, 
and  the  whole  court  observed,  that  this  was  not  a  motion  to 
amend  a  fine,  but  to  make  a  new  fine :  for  Sir  J.  Wilmot  having 
nothing  in  the  lands  at  the  time  when  the  fine  was  levied  and 
recorded,  it  could  only  operate  as  a  bar  to  himself,  and  those 
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claiming  under  him ;  so  that  the  granting  of  this  motion  might 
prejudice  the  rights  of  strangers. 
The  motion  was  refused. 

33,  [Where  a  trustee  had  been  substituted  by  the  Lord  Chan-  Jackson,  dem. 

*■  .9  Bing.  399. 

cellor  under  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  74.  s.  5,,(a)  and  ordered  to  join  in  the 
conveyance^  the  Couit  allowed  the  fine  levied  by  him  to  pass. 

34.  By  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  C.  B.  in  Michaelmas  term,  ^  Taunt.  856. 
1814^  it  was  ordered  that  in  future  they  would  not  entertain  on 

the  last  day  of  term  any  motion  for  the  amendment  of  fines  or 
recoveries.] 

(a)  [Repealed  by  stat.  11  Geo.  4.  and  1  Will.  4.  c.  60.,  and  a  substituted  clause 
euctedy  •«  8*3 
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Section  I. 

Having  stated  the  various  circumstances  which  were  necessary 
to  the  levying  a  fine^  we  shall  now  proceed  to  investigate  the 
several  effects  with  which  it  is  attended. 

2.  By  the  common  law  all  judgments  given  by  the  superior 
courts  of  justice,  were  allowed  to  have  the  utmost  force  in  de- 
termining the  rights  of  the  contending  parties ;  now  a  fine  being 
considered  as  a  composition  of  a  suit  actually  commenced,  and 
the  concord  of  a  fine  coming  in  lieu  of  the  sentence  which  would 
have  be^n  given^  in  case  the  parties  had  not  agreed  to  terminate 
the  suit  in  that  manner,  it  was  allowed  to  have  the  same  force 
and  effect  as  a  judgment  regularly  given  in  a  real  action. 

3.  This  idea  seems  also  to  have  been  adopted  from  the  civil 
law ;  for  it  is  said  in  Justinian's  Code — Non  minorem  auctorita- 
tem  transactionum  quam  rerumjudicatorum  esse  recta  ratione  pla- 
cmt.  And  the  rule  laid  down  by  modem  civilians  is — Transact 
tio  inter  ipsos  transingentes  eandem  vim  habet  tfuam  res  judicata; 
etpropterea,  causa  transactione  dedsa  etjinita,  non  magis  quam  sen- 
tentia  retractatur ;  nee  atioqui  nullus  sit  litiumfins. 

4.  The  delivery  of  possession  by  the  sheriff,  after  a  fine  was 
levied  in  pursuance  of  the  writ  of  habere  facias  seisinamf  which 
issu^  for  that  purpose,  b^ing  equal  jn  point  of  notoriety  to  the 
ceremony  of  livery  of  seisin,  it  was  therefore  established,  that  a 
fine  not  only  transferred  the  possession,  but  also  the  right  of 
possession.    It  did  not,  however,  take  away  the  right  of  entry 
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of  those  who  had  a  title  to  the  land,  except  in  some  particular 
cases^  which  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

6.  A  final  judgment  in  a  writ  of  right,  and  a  chirograph  of  a 
fine,  were  originally  considered  as  perfect  bars  to  all  claims 
whatever^  from  the  moment  they  were  completed.  Thus  Madox  Pormui.  Diu. 
has  transcribed  a  record  of  10  Rich.  1.  where  Roger  de  Werme-  **>  ^^' 
dale  was  impleaded  for  lands,  of  which  a  fine  had  been  levied; 
and  it  was  adjudged  that  he  should  hold  the  lands  in  peace ; 
and  that  none  of  the  said  persons  could  rightfully  implead  him, 
as  they  were  in  pairid  when  the  fine  was  levied,  and  made  no 
claim. 

Recordatum  est  per  easdem  baranes  quod  postjinem  et  concordiam 
Jactam  inter  pradictos  Matildam  et  Rogerum,  S^c,  traxerunt  pm^ 
dictum  Mogerum  inplacitum  de  tenemento  quod  annotatur  in  rotulo 
precedente.  Et  quod  judicium  fait,  quod  Rogerus  teneat  in  pace 
tenementum  pradictumj  sicut  continetur  in  cyrographo  facto  inter 
ipsum  et  pnedictam  Matildam  ;  et  quod  nullus  pradictorum  poterit 
eum  implacitare,  ex  quod  ipsi  Juerunt  in  patrid  quando  finis  ille 
/actus fuity  et  non  posuerunt  clameum  aliquod  in  terrd  ilia,  sicut 
pnedictus  Rogerus  contra  eos  dixit  in  curid  regis  in  placito,  et  ipsi 
hoc  non  defenderunt. 

6.  The  effect  of  a  judgment  or  fine  continued  to  be  the  same  Bract.  436  a. 
when  Bracton  wrote,  and  he  justifies  it  upon  the  principle  that 
suflScient  time  was  given,  both  in  a  real  action,  and  the  passing 

a  chirographumj  for  all  those  who  had  any  right  to  make  their 
claim. 

Et  sciendum  quod  statim  in  ipso  placito  etfactione  cyrographi, 
vel  ante  judicium,  si  presensfuerit  in  curid,  vel  si  in  patrid,  vel  in 
regno,  infra  quatuor  maria,  nee  allegare  poterit  ignorantiam,  nisi 
justum  interoenerit  impedimentum,  nee  ulterius  audiri  debet  (ut 
videtur)  quia  terminum  habei  ad  minus  unius  mensis  (secundum 
communem  provisionem  regni)  infra  quern  venire  potest  commode 
post  placitum  motum,  quocunque  fuerit  in  regno,  infra  quatuor 
maria:  quia  quilibet  implacitatus  debet  habere  summonitionem  15 
dierum  ad  minus,  qua  rationabilis  did  poterit  summomtio,  nee  con-- 
ceditur  alicui  cyrographum  primo  die  litigii,  sed  habebit  alium  diem 
per  spatium  15  dierum  ad  minus  ad  capiendum  cyrographum  suum, 
ut  infra  totum  illud  tempus  possit  qui  jus  habuerit,  opponere  clameum 

mum, 

7.  A  considerable  alteration  was,  however,  made  in  this  re- 
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spect  sometime  in  the  latter  end  of  the  reign  of  HenryJII.  or  the 
beginning  of  that  of  Edward  I.  For  in  the  time  of  this  latter 
prince^  all  persons  were  allowed  a  year  and  a  day  to  claim  against 
a  judgment  or  fine.  Thus  Fieta  says — Excipere  emmpoterit  re- 
nensex  tacitumitate  petentisy  vel  alicujus  antecessoris  sui,  ut  si  sub^ 
ticuerint  cum  viderirU  de  jure  suo  litigare,  velfinalem  concordiam 
facere,  et  clameum  suum  infra  annum  et  diem  non  apposuerint 

But  if  no  claim  was  made  within  that  period,  a  fine  then  be- 
came a  perpetual  bar  to  all  persons  whatever ;  so  that  a  fine  was 
a  mode. of  acquiring  lands,  which  after  a  certain  time  secured 
the  title  of  the  purchaser  against  every  kind  of  claim. 

8.  The  necessity  of  some  kind  of  assurance  of  this  nature 
seems  to  have  been  very  early  felt ;  for  it  is  a  maxim  of  the  high- 
est antiquity  in  our  law,  that  all  sales  of  personal  property,  in  an 
open  fair  or  market,  are  not  only  good  and  valid  between  the 
contracting  parties,  but  are  also  binding  on  all  strangers  who 
have  any  right  to  the  things  thus  sold.  And  Lord  Coke,  and 
the  author  of  Doctor  and  Student,  were  of  opinion  that  the  vali- 
dity of  a  sale  in  an  open  market,  and  its  efficacy  in  binding  the 
rights  of  strangers,  was  extended  to  a  fine,  for  the  security  of 
those  who  were  in  possession  of  lands,  (a) 

9.  The  utility  of  fines,  and  the  propriety  of  allowing  them  the 
utmost  force  in  securing  landed  property,  produced  the  statute 
18  Edw.  1.  stat.  4.  usually  called  the  statute  De  modo  levandi 

Jines;  which  was  made  for  the  sole'purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
manner  in  which  fines  should  in  future  be  levied,  and  of  de- 
claring their  effect.  This  statute,  after  regulating  the  forms 
which  were  to  be  pursued  in  the  passing  of  fines,  proceeds 
thus : — ^*  And  the  cause  wherefore  such  solemnity  ought  be  ob- 
served in  levying  a  fine  is,  because  a  fine  is  so  high  a  bar,  and 
of  so  great  a  force,  and  of  so  strong  a  nature  in  itself,  that  it  con- 
cluded not  only  such  as  are  parties  and  privies  thereto,  and 
their  heirs,  but  all  other  persons  in  the  world,  being  of  full  age. 


(<i)  The  law  hath  ordained  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  as  a  market  overt  for  asrar- 
ances  of  land  by  fine  j  so  that  he  who  will  be  assured  of  his  land,  not  only  against  the 
seller,  but  all  strangers,  it  is  good  for  him  to  pass  it  in  this  market  overt  by  fine.  3  Rep. 
78  b.  For  as  the  common  law  hath  provided  a  sure  and  safe  way  to  acquire  and  get 
the  property  of  goods  by  sale  in  market  overt,  so  also  the  common  law  hath  ordained  a 
sure  manner  of  conveyance  for  the  purchaser  of  lands,  which,  as  our  statute  saith,  was 
by  fine.  Co.  Read.  1.— A'n<«  to  former  edition. 
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out  of  prison,  good  memory,  and  within  the  four  seas,  the 
day  of  the  fine  levied ;  if  they  make  not  their  claim  of  their 
action  within  a  year  and  a  day,  on  the  foot  of  the  fine." 

10.  In  the  next  year  after  this  statute  was  made,  there  is  a  Rot.  Pari, 
veiy  strong  instance  of  the  same  principle  to  be  found  in  the  Jf^^^voi.i. 
Rolls  of  Parliament    The  King  having  seized  on  the  manor  of  p-  ^^ 
Sobbirs,  for  his  year,  day,  and  waste,  on  account  of  a  felony 
committed  by  Thomas  de  Weyland,  Margery,  the  wife  of  the 

said  Thomas,  and  Richard  his  son,  petitioned  the  King  to  be 
immediately  restored  to  the  manor;  because  they  had  been  en- 
feoffed jointly  with  the  said  Thomas  for  their  lives,  as  well  by  a 
charter  as  by  a  fine  levied  in  the  King's  Court,  which  they  pro- 
duced ;  and  as  Thomas  de  Weyland  was  only  seised  for  life, 
they  contended  that  the  King  was  not  entitled  to  the  year,  day, 
and  waste,  nor  the  lord  of  the  fee  to  a  forfeiture.  This  case  was 
solemnly  discussed  in  Parliament,  where  it  was  determined, 
that  in  consequence  of  the  fine,  the  manor  was  not  forfeited  ; 
and  in  this  judgment  is  the  following  remarkable  passage :  Nee  2  lost.  51 1. 
in  regno  isto  provideaturf  vel  sit  aliqua  securitasy  majors  seu  solem- 
nior,per  quam  aliquis  vel  aliquid  statum  certiorem  habere  possit, 
vel  ad  statum  suum  verificandum  aliquod  solemnius  testimonium 
producere,  quam  Jinem  in  curia  domini  regis  levatum,  qui  quidem 
finis  sic  vocatur,  eo  quod  finis  et  consummatio  omnium  placitorum 
esse  debet f  Sf  hoc  de  causA  providebatur. 

11.  The  principles  of  natural  justice  require  that  those  who 
are  disabled  from  pursuing  their  rights,  should  not  be  bound  by 

their  nonclaim ;  and  therefore  all  those  who  were  under  the  age  ^^^^^^  435  ^^ 
of  twenty-one  years,  in  prison,  of  non-sane  memory,  or  beyond  p/°*V  3IS: 
the  four  seas,  when  a  fine  was  levied,  were  excused  from  making 
their  claim,  both  by  the  common  law,  and  by  this  statute :  and 
no  particular  time  being  prescribed  to  them  for  pursuing  their 
rights,  they  were  not  obliged  to  make  their  claim  within  a  year 
and  a  day  after  the  removal  of  their  disabilities,  but  were  allowed 
to  prosecute  it  at  any  subsequent  period. 

12.  By  the  old  law,  married  women  were  not  bound  to  make  Brac.  436  b. 
any  claim  during  their  coverture : — Item  excusatur  uxor  qute  sub  piowd.  3t>o. 
potestaie  viri  supposita,  quod  clameum  non  apposuerit,  licet  mittere 

possit.  But  no  saving  or  exception  was  made  in  this  statute  for 
married  women,  because  their  husbands  were  always  supposed 
to  be  capable  of  claiming  for  them.     However,  if  the  husband 
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were  within  age  at  the  time  when  a  fine  was  levied,  although  the 
wife  was  of  full  age,  still  the  infancy  of  the  husband,  whose  pro- 
vince it  was  to  make  the  claims  saved  the  right  of  the  wife  for 
ever. 

13.  In  the  case  of  a  recovery  in  a  writ  of  right,  or  fine  ex* 
ecutory,  the  recovery  and  fine  must  have  been  executed,  and  the 
possession  delivered  to  the  recoveror  or  cognizee,  otherwise  they 
were  no  bar  whatever ;  because  until  there  was  a  transmutation 
of  possession,  strangers  were  not  presumed  to  have  any  notice 
of  the  alteration  of  property,  and  therefore  were  not  obliged  to 
put  in  their  claim* 

14.  This  rule  gave  rise  to  a  great  number  of  suits  by  the 
maintenance  of  the  nobility  and  great  barons  during  the  insur- 
rections and  civil  wars  which  happened  in  the  reign  of  Henry  III. 
Averments  that  there  was  no  transmutation  of  possession  were 
frequently  made  against  fines ;  and  were  usually  allowed  in  the 
two  following  cases.  First,  where  a  person  seised  in  fee  levied 
a  fine  to  a  stranger,  mr  cognizance  de  droit  come  ceo,  S^c.  and  the 
cognizee  granted  and  rendered  back  the  same  lands  to  the 
cognizor  in  tail,  or  for  years :  and  secondly,  where  a  tenant  in 
tail  accepted  a  fine  from  a  person  who  had  nothing  in  the  lands. 
In  these  cases  the  heirs  of  the  cognizor  who  were  prejudiced  by 
such  fine,  were  allowed  to  avoid  them  by  an  averment  that  there 
was  no  transmutation  of  possession. 

15.  To  remedy  this  inconvenience,  a  statute  was  made  in 
27  Edw.  I.  called  the  statute  De  Jimbus  levatis,  enacting  that 
such  averments  should  not  thenceforth  be  admitted. 

16.  This  statute  also  directed,  that  the  note  of  every  fine 
should  be  read  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on  two  certain 
days  in  the  week;  and  that  during  such  reading,  all  pleas 
should  cease. 

17.  It  has  been  stated,  that  by  the  statute  De  modo  levamU 
Jinesy  all  those  who  had  any  right  to  lands  whereof  a  fine  was 

levied,  were  obliged  to  make  their  claim  within  a  year  and  a  day 
after  the  fine  was  passed  ;  unless  they  laboured  under  some  one 
of  the  disabilities  specified  in  that  act.  And  it  was  determined, 
that  in  the  case  of  a  tenant  for  life,  remainder  for  life,  remainder 
in  fee,  if  the  first  tenant  for  life  had  aliened  his  estate,  and  the 
alienee  had  levied  a  fine,  the  remainder-man  for  life  might  enter, 
and  avoid  the  fine,  both  as  to  himself,  and  as  to  the  remainder- 
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mifin  in  fee:  but  if  the  person  next  in  remainder  neglected  to 
enter  within  the  year  and  day,  not  only  he,  but  also  the  re- 
mainder-man in  fee,  were  for  ever  barred  ;  and  a  claim  by  the 
remainder  man,  within  the  year  and  day,  would  not  have  saved 
his  right ;  by  which  means  the  estates  of  remainder-men  and 
reversioners  were  frequently  barred,  by  the  neglect  of  the  par- 
ticular tenants. 

18.  This  was  certainly  a  very  great  grievance,  and  was  so 
severely  felt,  that  to  remedy  it  the  statute  of  nonclaim,  34  Edw. 
III.  c.  16.  was  passed ;  enacting,  '*  that  the  plea  of  nonclaim  of 
fines,  which  from  thenceforth  should  be  levied,  should  not  be 
taken  nor  holden  for  any  bar  in  time  to  come." 

19.  This  statute  was  made  in  consequence  of  a  petition  from 

the  Commons,  which  is  published  in  the  Rolls  of  Parliament,  Vol.  II.  142. 
17  Edw.  III.  No.  26. — Item  que  nondeyme  des  jfines  levees  sur 
rendre  en  temps  a  venir  ne  barre  nul  home  de  sa  action.    To  which 
the  King  answered — Ilprest  au  Roi  q'desore  cest  chose  soitfait,  et 
q'estatut  ent  soifaitp'avis  des  grant z  et  autres  de  son  conseiL 

20.  The  efficacy  of  fines  was  entirely  destroyed  by  this 
statute ;  and  strangers  were  thereby  sdlowed  to  claim  lands  at 
any  indefinite  period  of  time,  after  a  fine  had  been  levied  of 
them ;  which  must  have  been  productive  of  very  great  incon- 
venience. 

21.  The  statute  of  nonclaim  continued  in  force  with  respect  to 
fines  that  were  levied  without  proclamations.  And  although 
such  fines  were  no  bar  to  the  issue  in  tail,  yet  when  levied  by  a 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  they  operated  as  a  discontinuance, 
and  of  course  put  the  remainder-men  or  reversioners  to  their 
formedon ;  which,  by  the  statute  21  Ja.  1.  c.  16.  must  have  been  Tit.  2.  c.  2. 

Tit    11    n    *} 

brought  within  twenty  years  after  the  right  accrued,  unless  the      '     '  *  ' 
person  who  had  the  right  laboured  under  any  of  the  disabilities 
specified  in  that  statute. 
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or  die  statute 
1  Rich.  3. 


2In&t.518. 


CHAP.  IX. 

Effect  of  Fines  by  the  Statutes  1  Rich.  III.  4  Hen.  VII.  and 

32  Hen.  VIH.  in  barring  Estates  Tail. 


Sect.    2.  StaJtute  qfl  Rich.  III. 
3.  StaihUe  q/'4  Hen.  VII. 
8.  Statute  of  S2  Hen.  VIII. 
0.  Effect  (if  these  Statutee  in 

barring  Eitatee  Tail. 
11.  The  Lineal  Heirs  qf  the  Cog- 

nizor  are  barred. 
16.  Though  he  was  never  in  Pos- 
session. 
24.  Or  had  only  a  possibility  qf 

an  Estate  Tail. 
27.  The  CoOaUral  Heirs  are  also 

barred, 
30.  Except  where  they  are  not 

privies. 
84.  Rent    Charges    are   within 
these  Statutes. 


Sect.  36.  And  also  Advowsons. 

88.  And  also  Trust  Estates. 
39.  Other  effects  of  a  Fine  on  an 

Estate  Tatl. 
48.  A  Fine  barred  an  Entail  be- 
fore Proclamations. 
52.  Did   not  bar   Renutiaders^ 

58.  But  let  in  the  Reversion. 
65.  Exceptions  in  these  Statutes. 
57.  Effect  of  the  Warranty  in  a 

Fine. 
5\  The  Right  qf  levying  a  Fine 
could  not  be  restratned. 

59.  Fines  in  ii^erior  Courts  110 

bar  to  Entails. 


Section  I. 

It  has  been  a  constant  remark  of  those  who  have  had  occa- 
sion to  trace  the  history  of  our  English  jurisprudence,  that 
whenever  a  material  alteration  has  been  made  in  the  common 
law,  the  inconveniences  arising  from  such  change  have  been 
much  greater  than  those  that  were  intended  to  be  remedied. 

2.  This  observation  was  perhaps  more  fully  exemplified  by  the 
consequences  which  attended  the  statute  of  nonclaim,  than  by 
any  other  innovation  which  has  been  attempted  in  the  common 
law.  On  this  subject  it  is  difficult  to  add  any  tiling  to  Lord 
Coke's  expression — '^  Great  contentions  arose,  and  few  men  were 
sure  of  their  possessions."  And  it  is  astonishing  that  the  legis- 
lature should  suffer  a  grievance  which  must  have  been  so 
universally  felt,  to  continue  so  long ;  for  the  common  law  re- 
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specting  nonclaim  was  not  revived  till  the  first  year  of  the  reign 
of  Richard  III.,  who  seems  to  have  endeavoured  to  palliate  his 
crnelties,  and  the  usurpation  of  the  Crown,  by  the  many  excellent 
laws  which  he  immediately  enacted;  one  of  those  was  the  statute 
1  Rich.  3.  c.  7.  by  which  the  common  law  was  restored,  and 
the  doctrine  of  nonclaim  revived. 

3.  This  act  was  soon  followed  by  the  statute  4  Hen.  7. ;  and  Ofthesuhitc 
as  in  this  last  law  all  the  clauses  in  1  Rich.  3.  are  copied 

almost  verbatim,  and  some  additional  matters  are  subjoined,  the 
statute  1  Rich.  3.  is  now  become  obsolete;  and  the  effect  of 
fines  depends  almost  entirely,  at  this  day,  on  the  statute  4 
Hen.  7.,  for  which  reason  it  will  be  necessary  to  examine  it  at 
large. 

4.  This  act,  after  reciting  the  last  clause  in  the  statute  De 
Jinibus  levaiis,  proceeds  thus: — "The  King  our  Sovereign  Lord 

considereth  that  fines  ought  to  be  of  the  greatest  strength,  to 
avoid  strifes  and  debates,  and  to  be  a  final  end  and  conclusion ; 
and  of  such  effect  were  taken,  afore  a  statute  made  of  non- 
claim,  and  now  is  used  to  the  contrary,  to  the  universal  trouble 
of  the  King's  subjects ;  will  therefore  it  be  ordained,"  &c. 

The  first  section,  which  directs  the  proclamations  to  be  made,  Ch.  2. 
has  been  already  stated. 

5.  The  second  section  of  the  act  is  in  these  words :  "  And  the 
said  proclamations  so  had  and  made,  the  said  fine  to  be  a  final 
end,  and  conclude  as  well  privies  as  strangers  to  the  same; 
except  women  covert,  other  than  be  parties  to  the  said  fine,  and 
every  person  then  being  within  age  of  twenty-one  years,  in 
prison  or  out  of  this  realm,  or  not  of  whole  mind,  at  the  time  of 
the  said  fine  levied,  not  parties  to  such  fines." 

6.  We  have  seen  that  by  the  common  law  a  fine  levied  of  an  Ante,  c.  8. 
estate  tail  only  operated  as  a  discontinuance  of  it,  and  did  not  *'  ^^' 
bar  the  issue  from  bringing  their  formedon.     But  in  consequence 

of  some  ambiguous  expressions  in  this  statute,  it  was  supposed 
to  enable  tenants  in  tail  to  bar  their  issue  by  fine :  estates  tail 
had  however  continued  so  long,  and  were  so  much  favoured  by 
the  nobility,  on  account  of  their  not  being  forfeitable  for  treason, 
that  the  judges  were  extremely  cautious  of  putting  so  extensive 
a  construction  on  it,  especially  as  the  statute  De  donis  condition^ 
alibus  had  expressly  declared  that  a  fine  levied  of  an  estate  tail 
should  be  void. 
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Bro.  Ab.  tit  7,  A  case  however  arose  in  19  Hen.  8.  in  which  this  point 

Fine,  pi.  1.  .  .  .      rt  T 

Dyer,  3  a.         Came  in  question^  before  all  the  judges  in  Serjeants  Inn.    A 
a.  i?'       ^'     tenant  in  tail  levied  a  fine,  and  five  years  passed  in  his  Ufetiroe; 

upon  his  death  a  question  arose,  whether  his  issue  should  be 
barred  by  the  fine. 

Englefield,  Shelley,  and  Coningsbyy  contended  that  the  issue 

was  not  barred,  because  he  was  neither  privy  nor  party  to  the 

fine ;  for  he  claimed  the  land  from  the  donor,  and  not  from  the 

donee,  although  he  must  convey  himself  to  the  land  by  the 

father.    On  the  other  side,  Fitzjames,  Brudenell,  Fitzherbert, 

Brooke  and  Moore,  were  of  opinion  that  the  issue  was  barred ;  for 

the  intention  of  the  makers  of  the  statute  was  that  a  fine  should 

be  a  final  end,  and  conclude  as  well  privies  as  strangers;  and  that 

the  third  saving  only  extended  to  strangers,  and  not  to  privies. 

8.  This  determination  appears  not  to  have  been  entirely  ap- 

SiH*'^'*'*     proved  of;  for  in  32  Hen,  8.  a  statute  was  made,  reciting  that 

c.  36.  doubts  had  arisen  respecting  the  validity  of  the  statute  4  Hen.  7. 

in  barring  the  issue  in  tail,  and  enacting  (§  I.)  ''that  all  and 
singular  fines,  as  well  heretofore  levied  as  hereafter  to  be  levied 
with  proclamations  according  to  the  statute,  by  any  person  or 
persons  of  full  age  of  one-and-twenty  years,  of  any  manorB, 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  before  the  time  of  the  said 
fine  levied  in  anywise  entailed  to  the  person  or  persons  so  levying 
the  said  fine,  or  to  any  of  the  ancestors  of  the  same  person  or 
persons,  in  possession,  reversion,  remainder,  or  in  use,  shall  be, 
immediately  after  the  same  fine  levied,  engrossed,  and  proclama- 
tions made,  adjudged,  accepted,  deemed,  and  taken,  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  a  sufficient  bar  and  discharge  for  ever 
against  the  said  person  and  persons  and  their  heirs,  claiming 
the  said  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  or  any  parcel 
thereof,  only  by  force  of  such  entail ;  and  against  all  other  per- 
sons  claiming  the  same,  or  any  parcel  thereof,  only  to  their  use, 
or  to  the  use  of  any  manner  of  heir  of  the  bodies  of  them ;  any 
ambiguity,  doubt,  or  contrariety  of  opinion  arisen  or  grown  upon 
the  said  statute  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Effect  of  these        Q,  The  Statute  32  Hen.  8.  having  been  professedly  made  for 

fttatates  in  bar-      ,  ..  i   .    .  ,  ,  ^  i^ 

rii>g  ebtates  tail,  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  they  must  be 

considered  as  forming  one  law,  by  which  it  was  established  that 
a  fine  with  proclamations,  shall  bar  all  privies  and  strangers ; 
and  when  levied  of  any  manors,  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
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mentSf  entailed  to  the  persons  levying  such  fine,  or  to  any  of  his 
ancestors,  it  shall  bar  the  said  persons  and  their  heirs,  whether 
lineal  or  collateral,  claiming  by  force  of  such  entail. 

10.  The  term  by  which  the  heirs  in  tail  are  described  in  the 
statute  4  Hen.  7.  is  that  of  privy,  which  has  various  significa- 
tions in  law.  Sometimes  it  means  that  connection  which  arises 
between  persons  who  have  entered  into  a  mutual  contract  with 
each  other,  as  between  donor  and  donee,  lessor  and  lessee,  or  else 
it  signifies  a  relationship  of  blood,  as  between  ancestor  and  heir. 
fiut  it  has  been  determined  that  by  force  of  the  statute  32 
Hen.  8.  the  word  privies  in  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  is  to  be  con- 
strued to  mean  not  only  privies  in  blood  to  the  persons  levying  Touch.  2i. 
the  fine,  but  also  privies  in  estate  and  title  to  the  land  whereof 

the  fine  is  levied ;  that  is,  those  persons  who  must  necessarily 
derive  their  descent  through  the  cognizor  of  the  fine,  in  order  to 
make  out  their  title  to  the  estate  tail ;  which  comprises  not  only 
the  issue  of  the  cognizor,  but  also  all  such  of  his  collateral  rela- 
tions as  derive  their  title  to  the  estate  through  him.  And  a 
person  who  is  a  privy,  within  the  words  of  the  statute  4  Hen.  7. 
is  an  heir  in  tail  within  the  intention  of  the  statute  32  Hen.  8. 
£^  sic  e  converso. 

11.  It  followed  that  all  the  lineal  heirs  or  issue  in  tail  of  the  The  lineal  hein 
cognizor  were  immediately  barred  by  his  fine.    Thus  if  a  tenant  ^re  Un^T'^' 
in  tail  in  possession  levied  a  fine,  with  proclamations  of  the 

estate  tail,  it  would  be  an  effectual  bar  to  all  his  lineal  heirs  or 
issue  in  tail;  for  they  are  privies  to  him  both  in  blood  and 
estate,  and  can  only  make  a  title  to  the  lands  entailed,  as  being 
heirs  of  his  body. 

12.  Husband  and  wife  being  tenants  in  special  tail,  by  gift  Beaamont's 
after  their  marriage,  the  husband  alone  levied  a  fine  [with  pro-  i^'s.c!^' 
clamations ;]  the  wife  survived.     It  was  determined  in  18  Eliz.  ^ro.  Car.  476. 

Baker  v. 

and  also  in  10  Ja.  1.  that  the  fine  was  a  good  bar  to  all  their  Willis, 
issae ;  for  in  making  out  their  title  they  must  necessarily  show      ^ 
themselves  to  be  heirs  to  the  father,  as  well  as  to  the  mother ;  and 
therefore  they  were  privies  both  in  blood  and  estate  to  the  cog- 
nizor of  the  fine,  (a) 

(a)  The  authority  of  this  case  appears  doubtful ;  for  the  husband  and  wife  took  by 
entireties,  the  g^ft  being  after  marriage  ;  and  upon  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  whole 
ftunrived  to  the  wife,  from  whom  it  descended  to  the  heirs  of  her  body,  who  did  not  de- 
ri?e  any  thing  from  their  father.^-^oU  to  former  edition.  Vide  Tit.  18*  c.  l.s.  45. 
ctseq. 
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1  Inst.  372  a. 


Godfrey's  cue, 
13  Vin.  Ab. 
213, 
Touch.  21. 


Hob.  333. 


Though  he  was 
never  in  pos- 


session. 


Zouch  V.  Bamp- 
field,  3  Rep.  88. 
1  Leon.  75. 
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13.  Lord  Coke  says,  if  lands  were  given  to  the  elder  son  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body^  remainder  to  his  father  and  the  heirs  of 
his  body ;  and  after  the  father's  death,  the  eldest  son  had  levied 
a  fine  with  proclamations^  and  died  without  issue;  the  second 
son  would  have  been  barred  by  the  fine :  because  the  remainder  * 
which  was  limited  to  the  father  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
having  descended  on  the  eldest  son,  the  second  son,  in  making 
out  his  title  to  this  remainder,  must  convey  his  descent  through 
his  elder  brother,  by  which  means  he  would  become  a  privy  to 
him,  both  in  blood  and  estate. 

14.  The  privity  must  be  both  in  blood  and  estate,  for  privity 
in  blood  only  would  not  be  sufficient :  and  therefore  if  lands 
were  given  to  a  man,  and  the  heirs  female  of  his  body,  who  had 
a  son  and  a  daughter,  and  the  son  levied  a  fine  and  died  without 
issue,  it  would  be  no  bar  to  the  daughter ;  for  although  she  was 
privy  in  blood  to  her  brother,  yet  she  was  not  privy  in  estate  or 
title  to  him,  as  she  could  make  her  title  to  the  estate  without 
conveying  her  descent  through  him,  or  even  mentioning  him. 

15.  It  followed  from  the  same  principle,  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail 
bad  issue  a  daughter  who  levied  a  fine,  and  afterwards  a  son  was 
bom,  he  would  not  be  barred  by  his  sister's  fine ;  because  he 
could  make  his  title  to  the  estate  tail,  as  heir  of  the  body  of  his 
father,  without  conveying  his  descent  through  his  sister. 

16.  It  was  not  necessary  that  a  person  entitled  to  an  estate 
tail  should  be  in  the  actual  possession  of  it,  in  order  to  be  capa- 
ble of  barring  his  lineal  heirs  or  issue  by  fine.  For  the  statute  4 
Hen.  7.  has  expressly  excluded  parties  and  privies  from  the 
averment,  Quod  partes  finis  nihil  habuerunt ;  and  the  statute  32 
Hen.  8.  makes  a  fine  of  any  lands  entailed  to  the  person  so  levy- 
ing the  same,  or  to  any  of  his  ancestors,  a  sufficient  teir  against 
such  person  and  his  heirs.  A  fine  therefore  duly  levied,  with 
proclamations,  by  a  person  having  the  right  of  an  entail  in  him» 
would  be  a  good  bar  to  his  issue,  although  he  had  never  entered 
on  the  estate  tail. 

17.  Lord  Zouch  brought  a  formedon  in  the  descender  for  the 
moiety  of  a  manor,  against  one  Bampfield;  who  pleaded  in  bar 
that  John,  great  grandfather  of  the  demandant,  levied  a  fine  ^ar 
cognizance  de  droit,  with  proclamations,  of  the  said  moiety,  which 
was  granted  and  rendered  by  the  same  fine  to  the  said  John  and 
his  heirs,  whose  estate  the  tenant  had.     Lord  Zouch  replied. 
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that  at  the  time  when  the  fine  was  levied,  and  at  all  times  after, 
the  said  Bampfield  was  seised  of  the  land  in  his  demesne  as  of 
fee.  And  on  solemn  argument,  it  was  determined  by  all  the 
judges,  that  the  demandant,  being  heir  in  tail  to  the  person  who 
levied  the  fine,  could  not  aver  the  continuance  of  the  land  in  a 
stranger ;  nor  that  partes  Jinis  nihil  habuerufU,  because  the  sta- 
tutes 4  Hen.  7.  and  32  Hen.  8.  bound  the  estate  tail,  although 
the  person  who  levied  the  fine  was  not  then  in  possession  of  it ; 
which.  Lord  Coke  observes,  was  the  first  determination  on  this 
point. 

18.  A  fine  levied  by  a  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  expectant 
on  an  estate  for  life,  or  an  estate  tail,  will  be  a  good  bar  to  the 
issue  of  the  person  who  levied  the  fine. 

19.  A.  being  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  in  tail,  reversion  Case  of  fines, 
to  B.  and  his  heirs;  B.  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations  of  the  jenk.274.' 
estate  tail,  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  it  was  ad-  ^  cr.  &  Je?' 
judged  to  be  a  good  bar  to  the  estate  tail,  under  the  words  of  the  f^^*      ,^ 

1  Tyrw.  oOo. 

Statute  32  Hen.  8. 

20.  If  a  tenant  in  tail  made  a  feoffment  of  the  estate  tail,  3  lUp.  90  a. 
and  afterwards  levied  a  fine  of  it,  his  issue  would  be  thereby 
barred. 

21.  William  King,  the  grandfather,  being  tenant  in  tail,  en-  Hunt  v.  King, 
feoffed  Richard  King,  the  father,  in  fee ;  and  afterwards,  William 

King,  disseised  him,  and  levied  a  fine,  with  proclamations,  to 
one  Hitchcock.  The  father  entered,  and  the  cognizee  of  the 
fine  entered  on  him.  After  the  death  of  the  grandfather  and 
father^  the  son  brought  a  formedon  for  the  recovery  of  the  land, 
to  which  the  fine  was  pleaded  in  bar :  the  demandant  pleaded 
the  entry  of  his  father,  and  judgment  was  giveh  for  him. 

A  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  B.  R.,  and  error  assigned  in 
matter  of  law,  that  this  fine  was  a  good  bar  to  the  issue  in  tail, 
by  the  statute  32  Hen.  8. ;  for  it  was  not  to  be  compared  to  a 
fine  at  common  law,  nor  to  fines  levied  ^  other  persons,  because, 
in  this  case,  it  was  sufiicient  that  the  fine  was  levied  by  the  per- 
son who  had  the  right  of  the  estate  tail  in  him,  or  to  whom  the 
land  was  entailed,  although  none  of  the  parties  to  the  fine  had 
any  estate  of  freehold  in  possession,  remainder,  or  reversion,  in 
the  land  whereof  it  was  levied ;  as  it  was  adjudged  in  the  case  of 
Zouch  V.  Bampfield.  Ante,  s.  17. 

The  Court  being  of  this  opinion  the  judgment  was  reversed. 
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brother  and  his  issue;   and  so  the  younger  brothers  became 
privies  to  him. 
Except  where         30.  But  where  neither  the  cognizor  nor  any  of  his  issue  ever 
privies.  acquired  a  right  to  the  entail^  such  fine  would  not  bar  any  of  his 

collateral  heirs ;  because  in  making  out  their  title  and  pedigree 
to  the  person  last  seis^  of  the  entail,  they  need  not  mention  the 
person  who  levied  the  fine,  or  any  of  his  descendants,  and  cpn* 
sequently  were  not  privies  to  them. 
^Jl^'^'-  31.  So  where  an  eldest  son  levied  a  fipe  of  an  estate  tail, 

Cro.Car.434.    which  was  then  vested  in  his  mother,  and  died  in  her  lifetime, 

so  that  the  estate  tail  never  descended  on  him. 

It  was  adjudged  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  by  three 
Judges  against  one,  that  this  fine  did  pot  bar  the  second  brother ; 
and  upon  a  writ  of  error,  all  the  Judges  of  the  King's  IQench 
were  of  the  same  opinion  :  because  as  the  estate  tail  never  de- 
scended to  the  elder  brother,  the  younger  brother  was  not  privy 
to  him. 
MackwiUiamis       32,  A  husband  made  a  feoffment  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his 

case,  Hob.  332.  . 

w.  Jones, 31.  wife,  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  two  bodies;  remamder  to  the 
name  of  God-  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  husband^  remainder  to  the  heirs 
frey,  v.  Wade,  ^f  ^jj^jj.  ^^^  bodies,  remainder  in  fee  to  the  husband.  The  hus- 
band and  wife  had  issue*  a  son  and  a  daughter.  The  husband 
died :  the  son  niade  a  lease,  to  commence  after  the  death  of  hia 
mother;  then  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations,  to  the  use  of 
himself  in  fee,  and  died  without  issue,  in  the  lifetime  of  his 
mother.  The  question  was,  whether  this  lease  was  good  against 
the  daughter. 

It  should  be  observed,  that  the  estate  tail  limited  to  the 
husband  and  wife,  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies,  vested 
wholly  in  the  wife,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  though  she 
was  within  the  statute  1 1  Hen.  7.  c.  20. ;  and  the  remainder  to 
the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  father  was  in  the  son  at  the 
time  when  he  levied  the  fine.  But  these  estates  became  extinct 
when  the  mother  and  son  died,  so  that  the  lease  in  question  could 
only  be  derived  out  of  the  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  bodies 
of  the  husband  and  wife,  to  which  both  the  son  and  the  daughter 
were  inheritable. 

It  was  determined  by  Lord  Ch.  J.  Hobart,  Huttoo,  and  Jones, 
against  the  opinion  of  Winch,  that  although  in  a  lineal  descent, 
the  issue  in  tail  were  barred  by  the  fine  of  their  ancestor,  not- 
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wilhsbiiiding  such  ancestor  had  but  a  possibility  of  atl  estate  tiail 
when  he  letied  the  fine^  yet^  in  a  collateral  descent,  the  csl^e  was 
irery  difibrent,  as  it  was  not  nisc^ssary  that  tb^  i^su^  in  tail 
fth<iald  make  mention  of  erery  collateral  issue  inheritable  before 
hitn,  as  in  a  lineal  one ;  and  that  in  the  present  case,  as  the 
estate  tail  never  descended  on  the  son,  his  fine  could  be  no  bar  to 
his  sister^  who  waS  iiot  privy  to  him^  because  she  could  make 
her  title  to  the  estate  tail  without  conveying  her  descent  through 
him,  or  even  mentioning  him  in  her  pedigree.  Judgment  was 
giveit  that  the  lease  was  void  as  to  the  sister.  But  It  Was 
observed,  that  if  the  estate  tail  had  descended  on  the  son,  his 
fine  would  then  have  barred  his  sister  :  because,  in  that  case,  she 
must  have  cfouTeyed  her  descent  through  him,  in  order  to  make 
out  her  title  to  the  e  state  tail,  by  which  itieans  she  would  have 
been  privy  to  him. 

33.  This  doctrine  is  so  well  illustrated  by  Lc^d  Ho^bart  in  the 
preceding  case,  that  the  passage  shall  be  here  transcribed. 

''  But  now  in  fines  amongst  collateral  issues,  and  heirs  among  Hob.  33a. 
themselves,  which  is  the  case  now  in  question,  the  case  is  not 
the  same,  but  it  receiveth  distinction  according  to  contingency ; 
for  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  collateral  issue  claiming  by  an  en- 
tail, must  make  mention  of  every  collateral  issue  inheritable  be- 
fore him,  as  in  the  case  of  lineal  ancestors  it  is ;  and  therefore  DuncomM  o. 
make  the  case  that  the  father,  being  tenant  in  tail,  to  him  and  Hobf258.' 
the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  have  issue  three  sons,  and  the  second 
son  levy  a  fine  in  the  life  of  the  father,  and  then  the  father  die 
without  disposing  the  estate.  First,  clearly  the  eldest  son  is  not 
barred,  because  he  is  not  a  privy  to  his  second  brother,  though 
he  be  within  the  rigour  of  the  words,  for  he  is  heir  to  him  that 
levied  the  fine,  and  doth  claim  only  by  the  entail,  but  above  him, 
and  not  as  heir,  which  is  the  meaning  of  the  law.  Then  again, 
if  the  second  brother  die  without  issue  in  the  life  of  the  elder,  or 
of  his  issue,  the  third  brother  shall  claim  the  entail  after  the 
death  of  the  elder  brother,  notwithstanding  the  fine  of  the  middle 
brother,  because  he  doth  claim  immediately  from  his  elder  brother, 
and  need  not  to  convey  himself  by,  nor  make  mention  of,  his 
middle  brother,  no,  not  in  his  pedigree.  But  if  the  elder  brother 
die  without  issue  in  the  life  of  the  middle  brother,  or  his  issue, 
without  disposing  the  estate,  and  then  they  all  die,  now  the 
third  brother  and  his  issue  shall  be  barred ;  for  though  he  may 
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bring  his  formedon  in  descender,  and  lay  down  the  entail,  and 
then  bring  it  to  his  elder  brother,  that  was  last  seised,  and  make 
himself  immediate  heir  unto  him»  without  mention  of  the  second 
brother;  yet  the  tenant  in  the  formedon  may  plead  the  fine  of 
the  middle  brother,  and  that  he  or  his  issue  did  survive  the  elder 
and  his  issue ;  for  by  that  it  appears,  that  the  middle  or  his  issue 
were  the  persons  inheritable  to  the  entail  before  the  younger 
brother,  in  whom  the  title  of  the  entail  had  been  totally;  bat 
for  the  fine  which  bars  him,  and  the  whole  entail,  as  well  against 
his  younger  brother  as  against  his  own  issue;  by  which  it  ap- 
pears that  the  fine  bars  or  bars  not  the  younger  brother,  by  con- 
tingency of  survivor  or  not  survivor  of  either  party.  Whereof 
the  reason  is,  that  if  after  the  fine  of  the  second  brother,  the 
elder  had  died  without  issue,  and  the  father  had  died,  the  whole 
tail  had  been  bound  against  all  the  brethren,  in  the  same  manner 
as  it  were  upon  a  fine  against  the^  brethren  in  fee  simple." 

34.  It  has  been  stated  that  a  fine  might  be  levied  of  a  rent 
charge,  consequently  an  estate  tail  in  a  rent-charge  might  be 
barred  by  a  fine  levied  of  it.  A  tenant  in  tail  of  a  rent  charge 
might  also  bar  it  by  levying  a  fine  of  the  lands  out  of  which  it 
issued. 

35.  Upon  demurrer,  the  case  was  thus  : — ^A  person  who  was 
tenant  in  tail  of  a  rent-charge,  i&uing  out  of  the  manor  of  Kings- 
bury, granted  by  Sir  Ambrose  Cave,  levied  a  fine  of  the  manor  to 
Sir  A.  Cave  and  his  heirs ;  and  the  fine  was  pleaded  in  bar  of  an 
avowry  for  his  rent,  by  the  heir  in  tail.  The  fine  was  levied  of 
the  rent,  per  nomen  manerU ;  and  an  averment  was  made,  that 
the  fine  was  levied  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  with  an  intent  to 
bar  the  rent. 

The  defendant  pleaded  non-comprised ;  which  being  demurred 
to,  and  argued  several  times,  it  was  held  by  Lord  Ch.  J.  Hobart, 
and  Harvey,  that  the  rent  was  barred  by  the  fine,  because  being 
levied  of  the  land,  it  passed  the  rent  inclusively,  being  directed 
by  the  agreement  of  the  parties. 

36.  As  a  fine  might  be  levied  of  an  advowson  in  gross,  so  a  te- 
nant in  tail  of  an  advowson  in  gross  might  bar  his  issue  by  a  fine 
levied  according  to  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  It  is  however  said,  in 
Plowden,  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail  of  an  advowson  grants  and  ren- 
ders to  another,  by  fine,  the  nomination  of  a  clerk  to  the  advow- 
son, this  will  not  bind  the  issue ;  because  his  ancestor  was  not 
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tenant  in  tail  of  the  right  of  nomination,  but  of  the  advowson. 
Modern  writers  have,  however,  thought  differently  on  this  sub-  ^^^^ '34, 
ject,  on  the  principle  that  the  right  of  presentation,  and  that  of 
nomination,  are  in  effect  the  same  thing ;  being  the  fruit  and  full 
profit  of  the  patronage. 

37.  But  if  a  tenant  in  tail  of  an  advowson  granted,  by  fine.  Idem. 
the  nomination  of  a  clerk  to  one  and  his  heirs,  so  that  when  the 
church  became  void,  the  grantee  and  his  heirs  might  nominate  a 
clerk  to  the  tenant  in  tail,  and  his  heirs,  and  that  he  or  they 
should  present  the  clerk  so  nominated  to  the  ordinary.  Such  a 
fine  would  not  bind  the  issue  in  tail,  because  there  the  nomina- 
tion and  presentation  were  distinguished,  so  that  the  fine  was  not 
levied  of  the  thing  entailed. 

38.  Where  a  person  was  tenant  in  tail  of  an  equitable  or  trust  ^J^*'  *™*^ 
estate,  and  levied  a  fine  of  it,  such  fine  would  have  as  extensive 

an  operation  in  barring  his  issue,  as  if  he  had  been  seised  of  the 
legal  estate,  upon  principles  which  will  be  fully  stated  in  the  next 
chapter. 

39.  As  a  tenant  in  tail  might  convey  away  his  whole  estate  ^^^  ^^  ^ 
by  fine,  so  he  might  create  any  lesser  estate  out  of  it ;  which  estate  uil. 
would  likewise  bind  the  heirs  in  tail  after  his  decease. 

40.  A  stranger  levied  a  fine  to  the  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  ^^^^  ^' 

°  Stapleton, 

expectant  on  two  estates  for  life,  and  the  cognizee  rendered  to  the  Piowd.  430. 
cognizor  for  fifty-four  years,  and  died.    It  was  adjudged  that  the  ^'^^^^''^gg. 
term  was  good  against  the  issue  in  tail.  s.  P. 

41.  If  the  tenant  in  tail  accepted  a  fine  from  a  stranger,  it  had  |  ^^  ^^^ 
no  operation  whatever ;  and  after  his  death  his  issue  might  enter,  1  Mod.  117. 
and  aver  a  continuance  of  the  estate  tail  in  his  father.     But  if 

the  tenant  in  tail  made  a  grant  and  render  in  such  fine,  it  would 
then,  when  executed,  bar  his  issue. 

42.  The  grant  and  render  must  however  have  been  of  some- 
thing: that  was  entailed.    Thus  if  a  stranger  levied  a  fine  to  a  Plowd.  435. 

^  .  .  ,       Jenk.  276. 

tenant  in  tail,  who  granted  and  rendered  to  him  a  rent  in  fee,  the  Ante,  s.  34. 
issue  in  tail  should  avoid  the  rent ;  for  he  was  remitted  to  the 
land,  and  the  fine  should  not  bind  him  for  the  rent,  be- 
cause his  ancestor  was  not  tenant  in  tail  of  the  rent,  but  of 
the  land  :  the  rent  was  another  thing  than  that  which  was  en- 
tailed, and  therefore  the  fine- was  not  levied  of  any  thing  en- 
tailed ;  so  that  the  rent  was  out  of  the  provision  of  the  stat. 
32  Hen.  8. 
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Stevens  v.  43^  A  teoaDl  iq  tail  heii^  guilty  of  murder,  levied  a  fine  fae^ 

2  Wil8.^.2l9.  fore  cqavictiQG^,  apd  U  waat  doubled  whether  it  should  bar  the 

issue  fo]^  the  lord'«  benefit.     The  Court  incHned  to  tUqk  it 

sbpuld  ;  but  90  judgment  was  given. 
RuUand's  case,       44.  A  fine  sur  concessit  would  bar  an  estate  tail  as  long  as  it 
Jenk.  Genu       coiji^tia^ied  iu  force ;  th^elgjre  any  estate  created  by  a  fine  of  this 

ki^d  would  b^  good  against  the  isMie  in  tail. 
45.  Altbpugh,  a  fine  levied  by  a  tenant  in  tail  might  be  der 

feate^  by  a  peJ^so^  Qlajning  some  pa^ticttlar  estate  in  the  huMh 

of  which  the  fip^  waSk  levied,  yet  it  would  stiU  coatinuf  to  be  a 

good  bar  to.  the  iesue  in  tail. 
1  And.  43.  4^.  A  tenant  in  tail  .discontinued  in  fee:  he  aflsrwaida  dfo- 

Case  109.  .  1  1  • 

3  Rep.  91  a*      seised  the  discontinuee,  and  levied  a  fine  with  proclaraatieoe : 

the  discontinuee  entered  on.  the  land,  and  avoided  the  estate 

wh^h  passed  by  the  fine  as  to  himseE    The  question  wa% 

.whetV^r  the  heir  in  tail  was  remitted  or  not;  and  the  judges 

Vide  infra,        y^Qx^  unanimotts  that  the  heir  in  tail  was  not  remitted,  but  was 

HuDt  V.  King, 

s.  P.  barred  by  the  stat.  32  Hen.  8.,  although  the  estate  which  pansed 

by  the  fine  was  avoided, 
^i^wdp  ^^7  a^        47.  Where  the  King  was  tenant  in  tail,  he  might,  by  a  fiae 

levied  on  a  grant  and  rendjer,  bar  his  estate  tail ;  because^  it 


having  been  determined^  in  Lord  Berkeley's  case  tlnit  the 
was  bound  by  the  statute  De  donis,  it  was  but  reasonable  that 
his  Majesty  should  take  advantage  of  those  statutes  which 
enable  tenants  in  tail  to  bar  their  estates. 
Afinetiairredap      48,  Although  uo  fine  was  a  bar  to  an  entail  bat  a  fine  with 

entail,  b^ore 

proclaxnatioos.    proclamations,  levied  pursuant  to  the  statute  4  Hen.  7. ;  yet  as 

soon  as  a  fine  was  levied,  and  before  all  the  proclamations  were 
passed,  it  was  a  good  bar  to  an  estate  tail,  provided  the  proda- 
mations  were  afterwards  duly  made ;  and  the  issue  in  tail  could 
not  save  his  right  by.  entering  before  all  the  proclamations  were 
made. 

Plowd.  434.  49.  This  point  was  fi)rmerly  much  doubted ;  and  in  the  case 

of  Smith  V,  Stapleton,  15  Eliz.,  it  was  contended  by  the  counsel, 
that  in  consequence  of  the  words  in  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  ''  and 
the  s^id  proclamations  so  had  and  made  the  said  fine  to  be  a 
final  end,  and  conclude  as  well  privies  as  strangers,  &c.,"  and 
also  the  words  in  the  statute  32  Hen.  8.  '^  after  the  same  fine 
levied,  engrossed,  and  proclamations  made,  8cc.,''  a  fine  was  no 
bar  to  the  issue  in  tail,  if  the  ancestor  died  before  all  the  procla- 
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mations  were  made ;  and  Brook  appears  to  have  been  of  that  Ab.  Tit  Fine, 

opinion.    The  contrary,  however,  was  determined  in  the  following 

case. 

60.  Sir  O.  Blount  bein?  tenant  in  tail  of  several  manors,  and  Pu»iow*s  case, 

,       .        .  ,  cited  3  Rep.  90* 

naymg  issue  a  daughter,  levied  a  fine,  and  soon  afterwards  died. 
The  daughter  immediately  brought  a  formedon  for  the  recovery 
of  the  estate  tail ;  pending  which  all  the  proclamations  were 
made.  It  was  mtanimously  determined,  that  the  daughter  was 
banred  by  this  fine,  though  her  ancestor  had  died,  and  she  had 
commenced  her  action^  before  all  the  proclamations  were  made. 

Lord  Coke  has  made  four  observations  on  this  case. 

First — ^That  though  after  a  fine  is  levied,  a  right  of  an  entail 
descends  to  the  issue,  yet  as  soon  as  the  proclamations  are 
made,  the  right,  which  thus  descended,  is  barred  by  the  fine. 

Second— Though  a  formedon  be  brought  and  pursued,  yet  if 
the  proclamations  are  all  afterwards  duly  made,  the  fine  will 
then  be  a  good  bar. 

Third — ^When  tenant  in  tail  levies  a  fine,  and  dies  before  all 
the  proclamations  ate  made,  the  issue  in  tail  is  not  within  any  of 
the  savingv  of  thie  statute  4  Hen.  7. ;  foi^  if  he  were,  then  the  infra,  c.  ii. 
bringing*  his  fbrmedon,  before  all  the  proclamations  were  made, 
would  avt)id  Ifhe  fine. 

Fourth^ — ^That  the  proclamations  serve  no  other  purpose  but 
that  of  distinguishing  a  fine  levied  pursuant  to  the  statute 
4  Hen.  7.  from  a  fine  at  common  law. 

61.  So  where  a  tenant  in  tail  levied  a  fine,  and  died  before  ail  Case  of  fines. 
the  proclamations  were  made,  leaving  a  son  beyond  sea,  who  did 

not  return  till  after  all  the  proclamations  were  made,  and  then 
claimed  the  land : 

It  was  resolved  by  all  the  Judges,  that  although  a  right  of 
entail  descended  to  the  son,  on  the  death  of  his  father,  in  conse- 
quence of  his  dying  before  all  the  proclamations  were  made,  yet 
when  all  the  proclamations  passed,  the  right  which  descended  to 
him  was  for  ever  barred,  and  the  issue  could  not  have  saved  it 
by  any  claim. 

62.  The  operation  of  a  fine  was  merely  to  bar  an  estate  tail.  Did  not  bar 
and  all  the  lineal  and  collateral  heirs  of  the  person  levying  such  '*'""°  * 
fine,  but  not  the  estates  in  remainder,  or  the  reversion  expectant 

on  such  estate  taiL  For  a  fine  levied  by  a  tenant  in  tail  only 
transferred  to  the  cognizee  a  base  fee,  that  is,  an  estate  de- 
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scendible  to  his  heirs  general,  as  long  as  the  tenant  in  tail  had 
heirs  of  his  body,  or  collateral  heirs  inheritable  to  the  entail; 
but  did  not  bar  the  estates  in  remainder  or  the  reversion,  pro- 
vided the  persons  entitled  to  such  estates  claimed  them  within 
due  time,  (a) 
But  let  m  Ae         53.  Where  the  tenant  in  tail  had  the  immediate  reversion  in 

leversion. 

1  Show.  R.370.  fee  in  himself,  he  might,  [previously  to  the  recent  statute  for  abo- 
3  &  4  Will.  4.  lishing  fines  and  recoveries],  make  a  good  title  by  fine  only ; 
5  T^k.  109  ^^^  ^"  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  operation  of  the  fine  would  be  to  merge  the 
et  wait  base  fee  acquired  by  the  fine,  and  bring  the  reversion  into  imme- 

dadmore. '        diate  possession ;  it  being  determined  that  a  fine  took  away  the 

protection  given  to  estates  tail  by  the  statute  De  donk ;  and  that 

they  then,  like  all  other  particular  estates,  became  subject  to 

merger  and  extinguishment,  when  united  with  the  absolute  fee. 

This  method  of  barring  an  estate  tail  was  however  attended 

Cba.  12.  ^ith  one  considerable  inconvenience,  which  will  be  mentioned  in 

a  subsequent  chapter. 

64.  [But  now  by  the  39th  section  of  the  above  act,  (the  law  is 
altered,  for  it  is  thereby  enacted  that  if  a  base  fee  in  any  lands, 
and  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  in  the  same  lands,  shall,  at 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  act  (28th  August  1833),  or  at  any 
time  afterwards,  be  united  in  the  same  person,  and  at  any  time 
after  the  passing  of  the  act,  there  shall  be  no  intermediate  estate, 
between  the  base  fee  and  the  remainder  or  reversion,  then  and  in 
such  case,  the  base  fee  shall  710^  merger  but  shall  be  ipso  facto 
enlarged  into  as  large  an  estate,  as  the  tenant  in  tail,  with  the 
consent  of  the  protector,  if  any,  might  have  created  by  any  dis- 
position under  the  act,  if  such  remainder  or  reversion  had  been 
vested  in  any  other  person.] 
EtcepHoDs  in  55.  There  are  twoclauses  in  the  statute  32  Hen.  8.  c.  36.  ss.3  8&4. 
ts.  3  &  4.  by  which  it  is  declared,  that  it  shall  not  extend  to  any  fine  levied 

of  any  lordships,  manors,  &c.  the  owners  whereof,  by  any  express 
words  contained  in  any  special  act  of  Parliament,  made  subse* 
quent  to  the  stat.  4  Hen.  7.  are  restrained  from  alienation ;  or  to 
a  fine  of  any  manors,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  given, 
granted,  or  assigned  to  the  persons  levying  such  fine,  or  to  any 

{a)  It  has  been  beld  that  a  fine  by  a  lemainder-man  in  tail  could  only  operate  bj 
way  of  estoppel,  and  that  an  entiy  was  not  neoeasaiy  to  avoid  it.  Doe  v.  Hams,  5  Bf. 
&  S.  926«— JVote  to  formtr  edtttofu 


1 
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of  their  ancestors  in  taH,  by  virtue  of  any  letters  patent  of  the 
Crown,  or  by  virtue  of  any  acts  of  Parliament,  the  reversion 
whereof,  at  the  time  of  such  fine  levied,  being  in  the  Crown ;  but 
that  such  fines  should  be  of  like  force  and  efiect,  as  they  were  if 
this  act  had  not  been  made. 

66.  In  consequence  of  the  last  of  these  clauses,  the  operation 
of  fines  levied  by  tenants  in  tail,  where  there  was  a  reversion  in 
the  Crown,  depended  on  the  efficacy  of  the  stat  4  Hen.  7.   And 

it  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  that  in  this  case  a  fine  will  bar  the  i  Inst.  372  b. 

estate  tail,  but  not  the  reversion ;  this  doctrine  is  assented  to  by 

Dyer  and  Hobart,  and  is  now  considered  as  law.    But  where  an  pyer,  32.  pi.  i. 

''  Hob.S32.c.l3. 

estate  tail  is  granted  by  the  Crown,  as  a  reward  for  services,  it  is 
protected  by  a  particular  statute,  of  which  an  account  will  be 
given  in  a  subsequent  chapter. 

67.  A  fine  had  also  an  effect  on  estates  tail,  in  consequence  of  ^^^^  of  the 
the  warranty  (a)  which  was  always  inserted  in  the  concord,  fine. 
Now,  it  has  been  stated  in  a  former  title,  that  a  collateral  war-  Tit.  32.  c  25. 
ranty,  was  not  prohibited  by  the  statute  De  doms;  and  in  Mr. 
Robinson's  book  on  Gavelkind,  it  is  said  to  be  a  common  mistake  p*  ^^  note. 
to  suppose  that  all  collateral  warranties  were  taken  away  by  the 

statute  4  8c  6  Ann.  c.  16.,  whereas  that  statute  only  made  void 
all  warranties  by  tenants  for  life,  and  all  collateral  warranties 
made  by  any  ancestor  not  having  an  estate  of  inheritance  in 
possession.  So  that  if  A.  be  tenant  in  tail,  remainder  to  B.  his 
next  brother  in  tail,  which  is  a  very  common  case,  arising  almost 
on  every  marriage  settlement;  and  A.  being  in  possession  levied  lit  t.7i6. 
a  fine,  with  warranty  from  him  and  his  heirs,  and  died  without 
issue ;  this  was  a  collateral  warranty  to  B. ;  for  B.'s  title  was  by 
way  of  remainder,  to  which  his  elder  brother  was  collateral, 
which  should  bar,  notwithstanding  the  statute,  though  no  assets 
descended. 

58.  The  right  of  tenant  in  tail  to  levy  a  fine,  pursuant  to  The  right  of 
these  statutes,  was  an  incident  so  inseparably  annexed  to  his  <^d ^t iwie- 
estate,  that  any  condition  or  proviso  restraining  or  prohibiting  it,  fy^'dSK 
was  held  to  be  repugnant  to  the  nature  of  the  estate,  and  there-  '^^^  ^3*  ^*  i* 
fore  void.    But  a  tenant  in  tail  might  be  restrained  from  levying 
a  fine  at  common  law:  because  that  was  a  tortious  act,  and 

(a)  [Aboliihed  by  sut  3  &  4  Wttl.  4.  c.  74. 1. 14.] 
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oDly  •penrtad  »  a  dMeontnmeniee,  not  a  biur^  to  the  issue  or 
heiia  in 


Fines  in  in-  S&.  it  hoB  been  Stated  diat  fines  migllt  be  levied!  in  counts  of 

bar  to  entails.  Mcieiyt  denfGsae,  sMd  other  infexior  coarti*    They  had  however 

3Dy€x*373.  ^'^^y  *^®  effect  of  fines  at  common  law,  whiifih  was  to  create  a 

Com.  R.93.  discontiamattce,  iAm  lened  of  an  estafb  tail ;  and  did  not  bar 


ike  imme  in  tail  from  bringing  a  formedon.    For  na  ftae,  anless 
4  B^'  ^p  ^^  ^^^  levied  with  prechunatio&s,  parsaaat  to  d»e  Stat.  4  Hen.  7. 

Ca.  ea.  had  the  eHect  of  barring  an  estate  tail,  esceept  in  Ibe  ease  of 

Tit.  37.  c.  2.     ccfylkMB ;  ef  wfaieb  an  aeeeunt  wA  be  given  heresAer. 
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tffect  of  lines  in  barring  particular  Persons,  Estates,  and.  Interests, 


5.  Married  WomeUm 
l(h  A9  to  their  own  Eaiates* 
10*  As  to  Dower  and  JttinhKte* 
STw  [.Jtkmbnd seiBedi  m  rigiUi^ 

hi$  wife,] 
28.  Bffect  qf  a  Covenant  that  a 

nuuried   Woman    tkoM 

levy  a  fine. 
33.  PcvtMeaw 


SiL  Vmut^Eamtetu 
i^  Term  fox  Ymm9^ 
50.  Copyholds, 

64.  Estates  held  by  Statute  Mer- 
chant ^  ift. 


66.  Bnit  not  Powers  {simifiy^col- 

lateral* 
n.  A  Right  of  Entry. 
77.  WHta^Erro^. 


^BCTlOJif  L 


Thk  olgeet  of  the  stetaiie  4  Hen.  7.  was.  not  eonfined'  I&  Ae 
enabKng  tenants  in  tail  to  bar  the  heirs  in  tail ;  it  was  ateo  iiir 
tended  to  secure  those  who  were  in  possessioi^  of  reri  property 
against  all  dormant  claiaiB ;  and  the  words  of  that  statute  have 
sttcb  aa  exteasive-  import,  that  they  comprehend  altaast  alt^  pep- 
sonsy  aad  nearly  e^ery  kind  of  estate  and  interest  in  lluid%.  And 
i¥bere  a  fine  and  nonclaim  is  pleaded,  in  any  action  for  th&ia^  Dnverv. 

*  .  .  Lawrence, 

covery  of  real  property,  a  court  of  law  will  net  enter  into  any .  2  Black,  r. 
diBcussion  of  the  title,  till  the  nonclaim  is  accounted  for. 

2.  All  those  who  were  parties  to  a  fine,  were  immediatriy  Partieg. 
barred,  even  though  they  should  labour  under  any  of  those  dis^ 
abilities  which  exempted'  Aem  from  the  operation  of  it,  except 
inflinte ;  and  they  were  also  barred,  unless  the  fine  were  reversed  Ante,  c.  5. 
daring  their  minority. 

3.  Lay  corporations,  who  had  an  absol<ttte  estate  in  lAeir  pos-  ^7  corpora- 
aeseions,  and  a  power  of  alienating  them,  might  be  barred'  by.  a 

fine  and  noncltdm. 

4.  The  Cooks  of  Londt)n,  who  were  incorporated  by-  King  Croft  o. 
Ed^.  IV.  bargained  and  sold  a  part  of  their  Unds  in  fee ;  the  fiqwcU  536. 
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bargainee  entered  and  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations,  and  five 
years  passed.  The  bargain  and  sale  proved  to  be  void,  on 
account  of  a  misnomer  in  the  corporation,  and  it  became  a 
question  whether  the  corporation  was  bound  by  the  fine  and 
nondaim. 

It  was  determined  that  the  corporation  was  barred  by  the  fine^ 
because  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  was  made  for  the  public  good,  and 
to  settle  and  quiet  men's  inheritances ;  that  therefore  the  words 
of  it  ought  to  be  construed  in  the  most  extensive  sense,  for  the 
benefit  of  those  who  were  in  possession  of  lands,  and  for  barring 
the  rights  of  all  persons  who  were  remiss  in  making  their  claims: 
so  that  although  the  words  only  extended  to  natural  persons, 
and  their  heirs ;  and  no  mention  was  made  of  any  corporation 
or  successors,  yet  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  it 
should  extend  to  such  corporations,  as  had  in  themselves  an  ab- 
solute estate  and  power  of  alienation. 

Ch.  13.  Ecclesiastical  corporations,  however,  were  not  barred  by  a  fine 

and  non-claim,  as  will  be  shown  hereafter. 

^^uned  5.  By  the  common  law,  a  married  woman  could  not,  by  joining 

with  her  husband  in  any  deed  or  conveyance  whatever,  bar  her- 
self, or  those  claiming  under  her,  of  any  estate  whereof  she  was 
seised  in  her  own  right;  or  of  that  portion  of  her  husband's  md 
property,  which  the  law  has  provided  for  her  support,  in  case  she 
survives  him.  This  rule  probably  arose  from  that  principle  of 
law,  that  the  legal  existence  of  a  woman  is  suspended  during 
her  marriage,  or  at  least  is  incorporated  or  consolidated  into  that 
of  her  husband ;  or  else  from  a  fear  that  her  husband  should  use 
any  compulsion,  in  order  to  force  his  wife  to  part  with  her  pro- 
perty or  rights  in  his  favour. 

6.  But  although  a  married  woman  was  never  bound  by  any 
deed  or  conveyance  executed  by  her  during  the  coverture ;  yet 
if  an  action  was  brought  against  a  husband  and  wife  for  the 
recovery  of  any  lands,  whether  the  property  of  the  husband  or  of 
the  wife,  and  judgment  was  given  against  them,  the  wife  was 
barred. 

7.  Thus  it  appears  that  till  the  statute  of  Westminster  2,  even 
a  judgment  by  default  in  a  possessory  action,  against  a  husband 
and  wife  for  the  wife's  freehold,  was  so  far  binding  on  her,  tliat 
after  her  husband's  death  she  could  only  recover  her  estate  by 
bringing  a  writ  of  right.    Now  a  fine  beiog  an  accommodation 


TUk  XXXV.  Bne.  Ch.  X.  5.  7—10.  173 

of  a  suit,  and  a  concord  being  deemed  to  have  the  same  force  and 
eflbct  as  a  judgment  in  a  real  action ;  it  followed  that  a  married 
woman  must  have  been  as  effectually  barred  by  a  fine  as  by  a 
judgment  in  an  adversary  suit.  Nor  was  it  thought  necessary  to 
give  the  wife  a  power  of  claiming  lands  whereof  she  and  her 
husband  had  levied  a  fine,  because  in  that  case  she  must  have 
assented  to  it;  whereas  the  husband  might  have  put  in  a  feint 
plea,  or  let  judgment  go  against  him  by  default,  without  the 
consent  or  even  knowledge  of  his  wife. 

8.  Mr.  Hargrave,  to  whose  learned  note  on  Fines  I  am  in-  1  ingt.  121  &• 
debted  for  the  preceding  observations,  has  very  properly  sug-  ^^^  ' 
gested,  that  the  common  notion  of  a  fine  owing  its  effect  in 

barring  married  women  to  their  secret  examination  by  the  judges 
or  commissioners,  is  incorrect.  This  remark  is  fully  confirmed 
by  a  passage  in  Glanville,  from  which  it  appears  that  a  married 
woman  might  appoint  her  husband  as  her  attorney  to  acknow- 
ledge a  fine  for  her ;  (a)  in  which  case  it  is  highly  improbable  that 
she  should  have  been  examined.  It  may,  therefore,  be  concluded 
that  the  private  examination  of  a  married  woman  was  not  a 
necessary  circumstance  at  common  law,  and  was  probably  first 
prescribed  by  the  statute  De  modo  levandi fines. 

9.  If  a  fine  derived  its  efficacy  in  barring  married  women  from 
the  circumstance  of  their  private  examination,  then  that  form 
might  easily  have  been  added  to  any  other  conveyance :  whereas, 

by  the  common  law,  a  bargain  and  sale  by  a  husband  and  wife,  2  insu  673.  * 
OD  which  the  wife  is  privately  examined,  does  not  bind  her,  after 
the  coverture  is  determined. 

10.  But  whatever  were  the  principles  upon  which  this  doc-  As  to  their  own 
trine  was  originally  founded,  it  has  long  been  fully  settled  that  a  ^ 
married  woman,  by  joining  with  her  husband  iir  levying  a  fine, 

might  bar  herself  and  her  heirs  of  all  her  estate  and  interest  in 
any  lands  whereof  he  was  seised  in  her  right  And  where  a  fine 
was  levied  by  a  husband  and  wife,  of  lands  which  were  the  pro- 
perty of  the  wife,  the  whole  estate  passed  from  the  wife,  and  the 
cognizee  was  in  by  her  only ;  so  that  if  the  fine  was  afterwards  2  R«p.  57  b. 
reversed,  the  whole  estate  became  again  vested  in  the  wife.  jy^^  44, 

ijek)  Potett  autem  pater  ita  looo  fuo  filium  pro  te  ponere,  et  Tioe  versA,  eztraneus 
qmoqaie  eztraneumy  uxor  qnoque  maritum :  cum  quia  itaqoe  maritoa,  pontna  looo  uxoria 
snas,  in  placito  de  maritagio,  vel  de  dote  ipiiaa  uxoris,  per  judicium,  sif  e  per  concor- 
i»  &c.  GlanviUe,  lib.  2.  c.  3.    Vide  also  aate,  c.  6. — Nipfa  to  fomm  §dition. 
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1 1.  Where  a  fine  was  levied  by  a  husband  and  wife»  of  lands 


8.47. 

Anon. 

1  Leon.  285. 


WottOQ  V.  Hde, 
2  Saiind.  180. 
1  Mod.  290. 


RoU.  Ab.  Tit. 

1  Brod.  *&  Biag.  which  weie  the  estate  of  the  wife,  the  wananty  should  have  been 
68  fup.  c.  2.      fj^^^^  ^^  husband  and  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  the  wife. 

12.  A  husband  and  wife  jwned  in  ^ichanging  lands,  which 
were  the  estate  of  the  wife,  with  a  stranger,  for  other  lands ;  and 
the  exchange  was  executed.  The  husband  and  wife  aliened  the 
lands  taken  in  exchange,  and  levied  a  fine  of  them  to  the 
%^wnftft> 

It  was  resolved  that  the  wife  might  enter  dn  her  own  lands 
after  the  death  of  h&t  husband ;  and  that  her  joining  in  a  fine  of 
the  lands  taken  in  exchange,  did  not  bar  her  from  electiag 
whether  she  should  claim  her  own  lands,  or  those  taken  in  ex- 
change. 

13.  A  married  woman  might  bind  herself  by  a  warranty  in  a 
fine  mr  ameeaiti  and  an  aotion  of  covenant  lay  against  her  open 
such  a  warranty* 

14.  Thus  where  a  kuaband  and  wife  levied  a  fine  mit  cmmemii 
to  A*  Cor  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live ;  widi  a  ge- 
neral wananty  against  all  persona  daring  the  said  term:  the 
husband  died ;  and  it  was  determined  that  an  action  of  eoyonani 
lay  against  the  wife,  upon  the  warranty^ 

16.  As  a  married  woman  might,  by  joining  with  her  husband 
in  a  fine,  make  an  absolate  alienation  of  her  estate,  so  she  mi^t 
also  make  a  conditional  one ;  and  therefore  if  she  and  her  ha^ 
htaid  mortgaged  her  estate  by  fine,  it  would  bind  her  and  her 
heirs. 

1 6.  It  was  formerly  held  that  a  married  woman  did  not  bar 
herself  of  her  right  to  dowor,  by  joining  with  her  husband  in  a 
fine  of  lands^  whereof  she  was  dowable ;  because  before  the  deaOi 
of  her  husband,  the  wife  had  no  right  of  action.  Bat  the  law 
has  been  long  since  altered  in  this  respect,  and  it  has  been  AiHy 
estaUished,  that  if  a  husband  and  wife  joined  in  levying  a  fine  of 
the  husband's  estate,  to  a  stranger,  the  wife  would  be  thereby 
barred  from  claiming  her  dower  out  of  the  lands  comprised  in 
the  fine ;  because  die,  having  nothing  in  those  lands  in  her  own 
rights  her  joining  with  her  husband  in  a  fine  of  them,  conM  be 
for  no  other  purpose  than  that  of  barring  her  from  claiming 
dower.  But  a  fine  levied  by  the  husband  alone  did  not  bar  his 
wife  of  dower. 

17.  \yhere  a  married  woman  joined  her  husband  in  a  fine,  it 


Ravion  v. 
Sftcn€?er6l( 
1  Vero.  41. 
Dolin  V, 
Coltman, 
1  Vem.294. 


As  to  dower 
and  jointare. 
Plowd.  37S. 
10  Rep.  4S  b« 
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would  not  only  bar  her  ffom  qlaiming  dower  out  of  the  land» 
comprised  in  the  fine ;  but  would  also  bar  her  of  any  other  inte- 
rest in  thoee  lands. 

18.  A  man  on  his  marriage  entered  into  a  bond  for  600A  to  a  Goodrick  v. 
trustee,  with  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  thereon,  in  cba.  saa. 
to  be  defeazanced  on  payment  of  300/.  to  his  wife,  if  she  should  ^'^^'  ^  ^^' 
survive  him.    The  wife  afterwards  joined  her  husband  in  a  fine 

of  Bfl  his  lands. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  fine  not  only  banred  the  wife  from  claim- 
ing dpwer  out  of  the  land^,  but  also  destroyed  her  interest  in  the 
judgment. 

19.  Where  a  wife  joined  with  her  husband  in  levying  a  fine  of 
lands,  whereof  her  husband  was  seised  in  fee  siipple,  without  any 
declaration  of  uses,  the  use  resulted  \Q  the  hn^band^  end  a  new  Tit  ii.  c.  4. 
right  to  dower  accrued  to  the  wife.  **  ^^' 

20.  Thus  it  is  laid  dow9  in  Lampet's  case,  that  if  a  husband  lo  Rep.  49  b. 
and  wife  grant  a  rent  by  fine,  or  make  a  lease  for  ye^rs,  render-^ 

log  rent  to  the  husband  and  his  heirs,  apd  afterwards  the  wife 
ffoeovers  dower ;  she  shall  hold  it,  charged  with  the  rent  amd  the 
teroi.  In  these  cases  the  wife,  though  she  joined  her  husband 
U»  fi  fine,  was  held  dowaUe,  subject  only  to  the  charges  created 
by  the  fine ;  she  must  thereftvre  have  been  entitled  to  dower  out 
of  the  estate  that  resulted ;  for  the  uses  of  the.  fine  being  declared 
to  be,  to  create  a  lent^  or  a  term  of  years,  the  residue  of  the  use 
resulted  to  the  hustiand*  and  his  widow  became  dowaUe  of  the^ 
residue. 

21.  In  a  subsequent  case  it  was  held  that  where  husband  and  Ha?erington's 
wife  joined  in  a  fine  to  a  purchaser,  and  the  husband  alone  de-  ^^^' 
Glared  the  uses  of  it,  the  wife  was  concluded  of  her  right  to 

dower,  because  no  contradiction  of  the  wife  appeared,  that  she  Tit  32.  c.  12. 
did  not  agree  to  the  uses  declared  by  the  husband,  (a) 

22.  It  followed  from  this  case  that  a  fine  levied  by  husband 
and  wife  without  any  declaration  of  uses,  by  either  of  them, 
would  not  bar  the  wife  from  claiming  her  dower;  for  although  a 
fine  levied  by  a  married  wonian  would  bar  her  from  claiming 
dower,  against  any  person  deriving  und^  a  sufficient  declaration 

(a)  Mr.  Sanders  obaerves.  that  in  this  case  the  fine  operated,  so  far  as  concerned  the 
-prilbv  AS  AQ  extinguishment  of  her  right  to  dower,  and  there  codd  be  no  resulting  use 
upon  a  conveyance,  operating  as  the  release  of  a  right,  and  not  as  the  transfer  of  an 
Uses,  3d  ed.  ▼.  i.  ISO^^-Niptt  to  formtr  $ditwu 
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of  the  uses  of  such  fine,  yet  a  fine  would  not  haye  that  effect  ia 
favour  of  the  heir,  claiming  by  descent  from  the  hosbandyfor  ke 
must  admit  that  his  ancestor  died  seised,  which  would  gifethe 
widow  ^  title  to  dower. 

23.  A  married  woman  might  also  bar  herself  of  her  ymim^ 
by  joining  with  her  husband  in  levying  a  fine  of  it ;  provided  it 
were  made  pursuant  to  the  statute  27  Hen.  8.  and  were  a  good 
bar  of  dower;  because  the  wife,  by  accepting  such  a  jointaie, 
before  marriage,  barred  herself  of  her  right  to  dower,  so  that  she 
could  claim  nothing  after  her  husband's  death  but  her  jointnie, 
which  she  herself  concurred  in  destroying  by  the  fine.  Bat  if  t 
jointure  were  settled  on  a  woman  after  marriage,  in  which  case  it 
is  no  bar  of  dower,  and  she  joined  her  husband  in  levying  a  fine 
of  it,  this  would  not  prevent  her  from  claiming  dower  oat  of  any 
other  lands  whereof  her  husband  was  seised  during  the  cove^ 
ture ;  because  the  jointure  being  no  bar  of  dower,  the  wife  hid 
her  election  on  her  husband's  death,  either  to  accept  of  the  job- 
ture,  or  to  claim  her  dower ;  and  therefore  Lord  Coke  saySi  that 
a  fine  levied  of  her  jointure,  before  her  time  of  election,  is  do  bir 
to  her  right  of  electing  dower,  when  her  time  of  election  does 
come.  But  where  it  appeared  not  to  have  been  the  intentioDof 
a  husband  and  wife,  in  levying  a  fine,  to  bar  the  wife's  jointoR^ 
it  would  not  afiect  it  in  a  court  of  equity. 

24.  Thus  where  A.  upon  his  marriage,  in  consideratioD  of 
500/.  portion,  settled  an  annuity  of  60/.  a  year  on  his  wife,  to  be 
issuing  out  of  particular  lands*  Afterwards  A.  and  his  wife 
joined  in  levying  a  fine  of  those  lands  to  a  mortgagee,  wboin^ 
notice  of  the  annuity,  which  was  excepted  in  the  mortgage. 

It  was  contended  that  the  wife  had  by  this  means  eztiDgoished 
her  annuity ;  but  it  appearing  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  destroy  this  annuity,  the  court  decreed  that  it  sbooU 
not  be  affected  by  the  fine. 

26.  So  where  a  jointure  was  settled  on  a  woman,  issuing  on' 
of  some  houses  in  London^  which  were  burnt  down;  the  womu^ 
joined  her  husband  in  levying  a  fine  of  the  houses,  to  create  t 
long  term  of  years,  for  raising  money  to  rebuild  them.  And  it 
was  agreed  that  the  woman  should  have  her  jointure  outoftk 
reserved  rent  of  the  houses. 

Adjudged  that  the  fine  did  not  affect  the  jointure. 

26.  Every  kind  of  fine,  with  or  without  proclamations,  tod 
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Mrhether  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  or  in  an  inferior 
contt,  would  bar  a  married  woman ;  for  fines  derived  •  this  effect 
from  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  and  not  from  any 
'statute. 

27.  [So  a  husband  seised  in  right  of  his  wife  would  be  HusbandB 
barred  by  a  fine  and  five  years'  nonclaim  after  his  right  ac-  uiorU.  s  Bar. 
crued.]  ^  ^^^'  ^^*- 

28.  It  was  a  common  practice  for  a  husband  to  covenant  (a)  Effect  of  a 

that  his  wife  should  join  him  in  levying  a  fine ;  and  Sir  Joseph  married  woman 
Jekyll  has  said,  that  in  such  cases  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  Haii»?H^y?' 

3  P.  Wms. 


(a)  [The  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74«,  which  abolishes  fines  and  recoveries,  and  sub- 
stitutes more  simple  modes  of  assurance*  provides  (s.  3.)  for  the  case  of  persons  liable 
under  covenants  to  levy  fines  or  suffer  recoveries  by  the  following  enactment :  *'  That 
in  case  any  person  shall,  after  the  31st  day  of  December,  1833,  be  liable  to  levy  a  fine, 
or  laAr  a  common  recovery,  of  lands  of  any  tenure  under  a  covenant  or  agreement 
already  entered  into,  or  hereafter  to  be  entered  into,  before  the  Ist  day  of  January, 
1834 ;  then,  and  in  such  case,  if  all  the  purposes  intended  to  be  effected  by  such  fine 
or  recovery  can  be  effected  by  a  disposition  under  this  act,  the  person  liable  to  levy 
tnch  fine  or  sufller  such  recovery,  or  to  procure  some  other  person  to  levy  such  fine,  or 
snfier  such  recovery,  shall,  after  the  31st  day  of  December,  1833,  be  subject  and  liable 
under  such  covenant  or  agreement  to  make,  or  to  procure  to  be  made,  such  a  disposition 
under  this  act  as  will  effect  all  the  purposes  intended  to  be  effected  by  such  fine  or  reco- 
very ;  but  if  some  only  of  the  purposes  intended  to  be  effected  by  such  fine  or  recoveiy 
can  be  efifected  by  a  disposition  under  this  act,  then  the  person  so  liable  to  levy  such 
fine,  or  sailer  such  reooveiy,  or  to  procure  some  other  person  to  levy  such  fine,  or  suffer 
sacfa  recovery  as  aforesaid,  shall,  after  the  31st  day  of  December,  1833,  be  subject  and 
liable  under  such  covenant  or  agreement  to  make,  or  procure  to  be  made,  such  a  dispo* 
sition  under  this  act  as  will  efiect  such  of  the  purposes  intended  to  be  effected  by  such 
fine  or  recovery  as  can  be  effected  by  a  disposition  under  this  act ;  and  in  those  cases 
where  the  purposes  intended  to  be  efiected  by  such  fine  or  recovery,  or  any  of  them, 
cnnnot  be  effected  by  any  disposition  under  this  act,  then  the  person  so  liable  to  levy 
such  fine  or  snfifer  such  recovery,  or  to  procure  some  other  person  to  levy  such  fine  or 
snfier  such  recoveiy  as  aforesaid,  shall,  after  the  31st  day  of  December,  1833,  be  liable 
under  such  covenant  or  agreement  to  execute,  or  to  procure  to  be  executed,  some  deec]| 
whereby  tiie  person  intended  to  levy  such  fine  or  suffer  such  recovery,  shall  declare  his 
dssre  that  such  deed  shall  have  the  same  operation  and  effect  as  such  fine  or  recoveiy 
would  have  had  if  the  same  had  been  actually  levied  or  suffered ;  and  the  deed  by 
-which  such  declaration  shall  be  made,  shall,  if  none  of  the  purposes  intended  to  be 
efiected  by  such  fine  or  recovery,  can  be  efilected  by  a  disposition  under  this  act,  have 
iSke  same  operation  and  effect  in  every  respect  as  such  fine  or  recovery  would  have  had 
if  the  same  had  been  actually  levied  or  sufifered ;  but  if  some  only  of  the  purposes  in- 
tended to  be  effected  by  such  fine  or  recovery  can  be  effected  by  a  disposition  under  this 
act,  then  the  deed  by  which  such  declaration  shall  be  made,  shaU,  so  far  as  the  pur^ 
poses  intended  to  be  effected  by  such  fine  or  recovery  cannot  be  efiected  by  a  disposi- 
tioB  under  this  act,  have  the  same  operation  and  efiect  in  every  respect  as  rach  fine  or 
recovery  would  have  had,  if  the  same  had  been  actually  levied  or  suffered.] 

VOL.    V.  N 
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decreed  the  husband  to  do  it,  for  that  he  has  undertaken  it,  and 
must  lie  by  it,  if  he  does  not  perform  it  Because  (says  Mr. 
Cox)  in  all  these  cases  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  husband, 
where  he  covenants  that  his  wife  shall  levy  a  fine,  has  first  gainetf 
her  consent  for  that  purpose ;  and  that  the  interest  in  such  cove- 
nant has  been  taken  to  be  an  inheritance  descending  to  the  heir 
of  the  covenantee.  But  after  all,  if  it  can  be  made  appear  to 
have  been  impossible  for  the  husband  to  procure  the  concurrence 
of  his  wife  (as  suppose  there  are  diiFerences  between  them), 
surely  the  Court  would  not  decree  an  impossibility ;  especially 
where  the  husband  oiFers  to  return  all  the  money,  with  interest 
and  costs,  and  to  answer  all  the  damages. 

29.  [There  has  existed  much  difiference  of  opinion  upon  the 
subject  of  the  preceding  section.  The  limits  of  equitable  jarisr 
diction  in  compelling  the  specific  performance  of  the  husband's 
covenant,  that  his  wife  shall  levy  a  fine,  appear  not  to  be  clearly 

16  Ves.  637.      settled.    The  Court  of  Chancery  does  not  in  general  enforce  the 

specific  performance  of  a  contract  against  a  party  not  legally 

2^Sch^&^L^     competent  to  perform  it,  but  leaves  the  other  party  to  reco?cr 

549.  1  Mad.  1.  damages  at  law  for  the  breach  of  the  contract. 

8  Ves.  615.  30.  Lord  Eldon's  observations  in  Emery  t?.  Wase,  present  a 

forceable  answer  to  the  above  argument,  that  the  purchaser  is  en- 
titled  to  presume  that  the  husband  has  gained  the  wife's  con- 
sent ;  his  lordship  there  remarks,  ^*  the  policy  of  the  law  is,  that 
a  wife  is  not  to  part  with  her  property,  but  by  her  own  sponta- 
neous and  free  will,  if  it  were  res  ititegra,  I  should  hesitate  long 
before  I  should  say,  the  husband  is  to  be  understood  to  have 
gained  her  consent,  and  the  presumption  is  to  be  made,  that  he 
obtained  it,  before  the  bargain,  to  avoid  all  the  fraud,  that  may 
be  afterwards  practised  to  procure  it.     I  should  have  hesitated 
long  in  following  up  that  presumption,  rather  than  the  principk 
of  the  policy  of  the  law :  for  if  a  man  chooses  to  contract  for  the 
estate  of  a  married  woman,  or  an  estate  subject  to  dower,  ht 
knows  the  property  is  her's  altogether,  or  to  a  given  extent 
The  purchaser  is  bound  to  regard  the  policy  of  the  law,  and  what 
right  has  he  to  complain,  if  she,  who  according  to  law  cannot 
part  with  her  property  but  by  her  own  free  will,  expressed  at  the 
time  of  that  act  of  record,  takes  advantage  of  the  locus  penitentk' 
and  why  is  he  not  to  take  his  chance  of  damages  against  the 
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husband.  It  is  conceived  that  this  must  be  deemed  the  better 
opinion. 

31.  The  Court  has,  in  some  instances,  rescinded  the  contract  ^'^^^  "• 
imposing  upon  the  husband  such  terms  as  it  deemed  reasonable^  Ab.  203.  pi.  4. 
and  the  husband  has  accordingly  been  decreed  to  repay  the  pur-  Ha^rave/ 
chase  money.  ?  Yp?-  wn.  67. 

ort    fm_  &BeU.Supp. 

32.  The  cases  in  favour  of  the  Court's  interference  to  compel  285. 2d  edit. 
the  specific  performance  of  the  husband's  covenant,  are  cited 

below,  (a)  and  are  chiefly  early  cases,  decided  at  a  period  when 
much  greater  latitude,  than  at  the  present  day,  was  exercised  in 
such  questions.  The  authorities  opposed  to  the  Court's  inter- 
ference are  also  cited  in  the  note.  (6)] 

33.  The  estate  of  a  devisee  might  be  barred  by  a  fine  and  l>eviaces« 
non-claim,  if  the  devisee  had  not  entered  on  the  lands  de- 
vised. 

34.  Thus  where  John  Metcalf  devised  lands  to  John  Gallant,  Halm  v. 

an  infant  of  the  age  of  three  years,  in  fee :  the  son  and  heir  of  Cro.  Car.  200. 
John  Metcalf  entered  on  the  lands,  and  levied  a  fine  of  them. 
John  Gallant  the  infant  died  before  he  attained  his  full  age, 
leaving  a  sister  who  was  then  married. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  sister  must  make  her.  claim 
within  five  years  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  otherwise  the 
fine  would  bar  her. 

35.  Executors  to  whom  lands  are  devised  for  payment  of  debts,  5  Rep.  124  a. 
might  also  be  barred  by  a  fine  levied  of  the  lands  thus  devised,  if 

they  did  not  make  their  claim  in  due  time. 

36.  A  fine  is  a  sood  bar  to  a  trust  estate,  as  well  as  to  a  legal  '^"'^^  estates. 

®        .  .  .  ^       Clifford «. 

one ;  because  the  cestui  que  trust  has  an  equitable  interest,  and  Asbiey, 

is  therefore  bound  to  pursue  the  proper  remedies  for  securing  it :  Salisbury  «.     * 

and  if  this  were  not  the  case,  the  operation  of  a  fine  would  be  ???°*'  ^**;?7®' 

•  1  Freem.  311. . 

much  less  extensive  than  it  is,  as  there  are  so  many  trust  estates  2  Swanst. 

A pp.  603 

(a)  [Berry  v.  Wade,  Finch,  180.  Voux  «.  Gleas,  Tothill,  92.  Rust  v,  Whitde, 
lb.  94.  Griffin  v.  Tailor,  lb.  106.  Wheeler  v.  Newton,  2  £q.  Ca.  Abr.  44.  pi.  5. 
Free.  Ch.  16.  Baker  v.  Child,  2  Vem.  61.  Clark  v.  Greenhill,  1  Dick.  91.  Hall  v. 
Haniy,3  P.  Will.  187^9.  Barrington  v.  Horn,  5  Vin.  Abr.  547.  pi.  35.  2  Eq.  Ca. 
Abr.  17.  pi.  7.  Withers  v.  Fincbard,  cited  7  Ves.  475.  Morris  v.  Stephenson,  lb. 
474.    See  also  1  Roper's  Husb.  and  Wife,  540.  545.  note,  ed.  2. 

(fr)  [Daniel  v.  Adams,  Amb.  495.  Otread  v.  Round,  ubi  sup*  £mcry  v.  Wase, 
ubi  sup.  Davis  v.  Jones,  1  New  R.  269.  Howell  v.  George,  1  Mad.  1.  Martin  «. 
Mitchell,  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  425.] 

N   2 
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now  always  existing.  Thus  if  A.  is  seised  of  lands  in  tiusifa 
B.  and  a  stranger  enters  on  those  lands,  and  levies  a  fine  of  than 
with  proclamations :  if  five  years  pass  without  any  claim  being 
made,  this  fine  will  be  a  good  bar,  both  to  A.  who  had  thelegsl 
estate,  and  to  B.  who  was  the  cei^ia  que  trust. 

37.  But  with  respect  to  equitable  titles  there  is  a  distinctioo ; 
for  where  the  equity  charged  the  lands  only,  a  fine  and  noo- 
daim  was  a  good  bar ;  but  where  it  charged  the  person  only,  in 
respect  of  the  land,  it  was  then  no  bar. 


Oilb.  Chi.  G%.        Thus,  if  a  trustee  levied  a  fine  of  the  hinds  whereof  he  wii 

150.  seised  in  trust,  to  a  person  who  had  notice  of  the  trust;  or  u  a 

man  purchased  from  a  trustee,  with  notice,  and  levied  a  fine; 
the  cestui  que  trust  would  not  be  barred :  because  the  fine  being 
levied  to  a  person,  or  by  a  person  who  has  notice  of  the  trust, 
the  land  would  continue  subject  to  the  trust ;  and  therefore  the 
Court  of  Chancery  would  not  permit  the  fine  to  be  a  bar:  ao 
that  whenever  a  person  was  charged  as  claiming  under  a  trustee 

Vide  infrm,        i|^  g^^gi  ^|||^  set  up  an  opposite  title,  and  deny  his  dainuBg 

under  the  trustee;  or  else  if  he  did  claim  undo:  the  tiuirtee,M 
must  set  forth  that  he  paid  a  valoahla  consideration  for  the 
lands,  and  deny  that  he  had  any  notice  of  the  trust 

s  Aik  631.  33^  ]f  howevtf  the  title  wws  merdy  a  kgal  one,  and  amm 

had  purchased  an  estate  which  he  saw  himself  had  a  defect « 
the  fikce  of  the  deeds,  yet  the  fine  wouU  bembar,  and  wonUoot 
afiect  the  purchaser  with  notice,  so  as  to  make  him  a  trustee  fa 
the  person  who  had  the  right :  becanae,  as  Lord  Hardwicke  ol^- 
serves,  this  would  be  carrying  it  much  too  far,  for  the  defet 
upon  the  face  of  the  deeds  is  oftoi  the  occasion  of  tbefiM> 
being  levied. 

Vki«  mfni,  39.  It  should  however  be  observed,  thai  where  a  fine  vtf 

levied  by  a  trastee,  or  a  person  who  had  notice  of  the  tniBt,H 
was  not  void  at  law,  but  the  person  to  whom  the  fine  was  levied) 
without  consideration^  or  with  notice,  became  himself  a  trsstee 
for  the  real  owner. 

4a  Having  examined  in  what  cases  a  cesim  qm  trust  wif^ 

be  baned  of  his  trast  estate,  by  the  fine  of  a  stranger ;  itwiU^ 

be  necessary  to  inquire  how  far  a  fine  levied  by  a  cestui  qit^^ 

bimsdf  was  a  bar  to  his  trast  estate. 

^•»'^»  4L  Before  the  statuteof  uses,if  acesfiooaie«sehadlevi«i* 

Bfo,  Ab.  *    *    fine,  it  might  have  been  avoided  at  any  time  bj  the  plea  ji^ 


] 
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paries  ^finis  $uhii  habuerurU;  because  the  cestui  que  use  had  no 

estate  io  the  land,  but  was  barely  tenant  at  will  to  his  trustees. 

But  modern  Chancellors  have  very  much  altered  the  law  in  this  2  Cha.  R.  78. 

respect^  as  it  has  been  long  since  settled,  that  a  cestm  que  trust 

in  tail  might,  by  a  fine  duly  levied,  bar  his  issue,  as  fully  as  if  he 

had  the  legal  estate ;  for  otherwise  trustees,  by  refusing,  or  by 

not  being  capable  of  executing  their  trust,  might  prevent  the 

tenant  in  tail  from  executing  the  power  given  him  by  the  law 

over  his  estate,  which  would  be  extremely  inconvenient,  and  Basket©. 

tend  to  the  mtroduotion  of  perpetuities.  Infra,  ell. 

42.  Where  a  married  woman  is  entitled  to  an  equitable  estate, 
for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  she  might  bar  it,  by  joining  with 
her  husband  in  a  fine* 

43.  A  woman  before  marriafire  conveyed,  with  her  husband's  Penntv. 

Peacock, 

privity,  her  estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  the  rents  and  pro-  Forreiu^i. 
fite  to  her  sole  and  separate  use  for  her  life ;  and  after  her  de-  c."f9!g?^i5!^' 
cease,  in  trust  for  such  uses  as  she,  whether  sole  or  covert, 
should  by  her  last  will  limit  and  appoint;  and  for  want  of  such 
appointment,  then  to  her  own  right  heirs  for  ever. 

The  husband  mortgaged  part  of  the  lands  for  a  term  of  500 
years,  and  then  a  fine  was  levied  by  the  husband  and  wife,  who 
both  declared  the  uses  of  the  fine,  as  to  the  mortgaged  premises, 
to  be  to  the  plaintiff,  the  mortgagee,  for  securing  the  payment  of 
his  principal  and  interest. 

The  wife,  by  order  of  the  Court,  answered  separately,  and  in- 
sisted in  her  answer  that  she  had  been  forced  to  join  her  husband 
by  duress,  insinuating  the  mortgage  to  be  fictitious,  and  in  trust 
for  the  husband,  in  order  to  defraud  her.  She  further  insisted 
that  there  was  no  power  reserved  to  her  to  dispose  of  her  real 
estate,  but  by  her  last  will ;  that  she  had  no  estate  in  the  pre- 
mises^ and  that  the  fine  and  mortgage  were  both  void. 

It  was  argued  for  the  married  woman,  that  the  legal  estate 
being  in  the  trustees,  the  parties  to  the  fine  had  not  such  an 
estate  in  them  whereof  a  fine  could  be  levied,  to  bar  the  wife's 
right.  And  that  this  being  a  mere  naked  power,  without  any 
interest,  could  not  be  barred  by  the  fine,  but  remained  still  in 
the  wife,  by  force  of  the  first  conveyance. 

Lord  Talbot  said,  the  chief  objection  was,  that  the  legal  estate 
being  in  the  trustees,  the  husband  and  wife  had  not  such  an 
estate  in  the  land  whereof  a  fine  could  be  levied,  to  bar  the  wife's 
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right.  But  as  to  that,  it  was  very  well  known  that  the  opert- 
tion  of  fines  and  recoveries  was  the  same  upon  trusts  as  upon 
legal  estates :  and  if  so,  it  must  inevitably  follow,  that  an  estate 
for  life,  limited  to  the  wife,  and  the  remainder  limited  to  her  own 
right  heirs,  in  default  of  any  appointment  made  by  her  last  will, 
were  both  disposed  of  by  the  fine ;  and  if  no  such  remainder  had 
been  limited  by  it,  as  the  estate  was  the  wife's  own,  and  moved 
originally  from  her,  whatever  was  not  conveyed,  would  have  re- 
mained in  her,  and  consequently  been  barred. 
Decreed  the  trustees  to  convey  to  the  mortgagee. 

Terms  for  years.      44.  Terms  for  years  might  be  barred  by  a  fine,  if  the  lessees 

were,  or  ever  might  have  been,  in  possession  of  the  lands. 

?*5^°'» ,<?•«»         46.  Thus,  where  a  lease  for  years  was  made  of  certain  lands, 

6  Rep.  123.  .  .        ,      -^ 

Cro.  Ja.  60.       to  begin  after  the  determination  of  a  lease  then  subsisting ;  the 

first  term  expired,  the  second  lessee  neglected  to  enter,  and  the 
person  in  reversion  entered,  made  a  feofiment,  and  levied  a  fine 
with  proclamations  of  the  land.  Five  years  passed  without  any 
claim  being  made  by  the  second  lessee ;  and  the  question  was, 
whether  he  was  barred  by  the  fine. 

Ante,  c.  5.  Jt  was  rcsolved,  that  although  a  lessee  for  years  had  not  him- 

self such  an  estate  as  would  enable  him  to  levy  a  fine,  yet  it  did 
not  therefore  follow  that  his  interest  should  not  be  barred  by  a 
fine.  That  a  term  for  years  was  within  the  statute  4  Hen.  7., 
being  comprehended  under  the  word  interest ;  and  as  the  object 
of  that  act  was  to  prevent  strifes  and  debates,  it  would  not  have 
that  effect  if  its  operation  did  not  extend  to  long  terms  for  yean, 
which  were  then  so  common. 

Iseham  v.  45.  This  principle  was  carried  so  far,  that  where  a  person, 

Mornce»Cro.  *  '■  '  '       . 

Car.  109.  who  had  a  long  term  for  years,  assigned  it  over  to  a  trustee,  in 

trust  for  himself,  then  purchased  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of 
the  lands,  and  levied  a  fine,  it  was  resolved  that  the  term  was 
barred,  the  assignee  of  it  having  suffered  five  years  to  pass  with* 
out  making  any  claim. 

2  Vent.  329.  Mr.  Justice  Ventris  has  taken  notice  of  this  case,  and  ob- 

served that  the  cognizee  of  the  fine,  who  was  also  the  purchaser 
of  the  freehold,  did  not  know  of  the  term,  or  that  it  was  held  in 
trust  for  him ;  so  that  if  the  fine  had  not  barred  it,  he  would 
have  been  cheated.  But  that  where  a  term  is  assigned  in  trust 
for  the  person  who  is  seised  of  the  inheritance,  and  who  is  iu 
possession,  a  fine  levied  by  him  will  not  destroy  the  term ;  be- 
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cause  the  owner  of  the  inheritance  is,  in  cases  of  this  kind, 

tenant  at  will  to  his  trustee.    And  this  doctrine  has  ever  since  i  Lev.  272. 

been  adhered  to ;  so  that  it  is  now  a  settled  principle,  that  terms  sid.  46(). 

for  years,  which  are  kept  on  foot  by  purchasers  for  the  purpose  ^  ^®^" 

of  protecting  the  inheritance,  are  not  barred  by  fine ;  otherwise 

fines  would  frequently  weaken  the  interest  of  purchasers,  instead 

of  adding  to  their  security. 

47.  It  is  also  fully  established,  that  a  term  of  years  which  is 
vested  in  trustees,  on  any  other  particular  trust,  except  that  of 
protecting  the  inheritance,  might  be  barred  by  a  fine  and  non- 
claim. 

48.  Thus,  where  A.  had  a  term  for  years  vested  in  him,  for  Hanmer  t;. 
securing  children's  portions;  B.,  being  in  possession,  levied  a  Comb.'67. 
fine,  and  five  years  passed  without  any  claim  being  made.     It  ^27!  3d.    '* 
was  resolved  by  the  Court  of  K.  B.  that,  admitting  the  term  was 

in  trust,  it  was  barred  by  the  fine. 

49.  If  a  person  makes  a  lease  for  years,  and  still  continues 
in  possession,  he  is  considered  as  tenant  at  will  to  the  lessee  for 
years ;  and  if  the  lessor,  being  thus  in  possession,  levied  a  fine, 
it  would  be  no  bar  to  the  term  for  years :  because  the  possession 
of  the  tenant  at  will  being  the  possession  of  the  person  in  re- 
mainder, his  interest  was  not  devested ;  and  it  will  be  shown  in  Ch.  id. 
a  subsequent  chapter,  that  no  estate  was  barred  by  a  fine,  unless 

it  were  devested  out  of  the  real  owner. 

60.  We  have  seen  that  a  copyholder  cannot  implead,  or  be  Copyholds. 
impleaded,  for  his  copyhold  in  the  King's  Courts ;  aud  therefore 

could  not  levy  a  fine  of  it  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  But 
notwithstanding,  a  copyhold  estate  was  considered  as  an  interest 
within  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.,  and  therefore  might  be  barred  by  a 
fine,  levied  by  the  person  who  had  the  freehold  of  the  land. 

61.  Thus,  Lord  Coke  says,  if  a  copyholder  be  disseised,  and  Coke,  Cop. 
the  disseisor  levies  a  fine  with  proclamations,  and  five  years  pass  '* 
without  any  claim  made,  this  is  a  bar  both  to  the  lord  and  to  the 
copyholder. 

62.  It  was  resolved  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  10  Jac.  Margaret 
that  lands  held  by  copy  of  court-roll  were  within  the  words  and  9  rS!  10^' 
intent  of  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.    For  as  leases  for  years  were 
considered  within  the  act,  on  account  of  the  word  interest ;  and 
because  great  mischief,  vexation,  and  trouble  would  ensue,  if 

leases  for  years  were  not  within  the  act ;  so,  greater  mischief. 


]84 


Vide  Tit  37. 
c.  2. 


Kstates  held  by 
statute  mer- 
chant, &c. 


Ognell  V. 
Arlington, 
1  Mod.  217. 


Powen  appen- 
dant and  in 
groia. 

L  Inst.  237  a. 
3  Rep.  83  a. 
But  see  Jersey 
V.  Deane, 
s.70.&s.66n. 


Bigges's  caae» 
1  Rep.  173. 


Tiik  XXXV.  Fims.  Ch.  X.  $.  62—58. 

vexation^  and  trouble  would  ensue,  if  the  act  did  not  extend  to 
customary  lands,  held  by  copy ;  for  a  great  portion  of  them  w&b 
granted  in  fee  simple. 

63.  There  is  a  custom  in  most  manors^  that  copyhotde  may 
be  entailed ;  but  even  if  a  fine  was  allowed  to  be  levied  of  a 
copyhold  in  the  court  of  the  manor  of  which  it  was  held,  it 
would  not  bar  such  an  entail,  because  it  -was  not  levied  pur- 
suant to  the  statute  4  Hen  7.,  unless  it  was  allowed  by  the 
custom  to  have  that  effect,  {a) 

54.  Estates  held  by  statute  merchant,  statute  staple,  and  elegit^ 
are  comprehended  within  the  4  Hen.  7,,  and  might  therefore  be 
barred  by  a  fine  and  nonclaim ;  provided  the  lands  v^re  actually 
extended. 

56.  Thus,  upon  a  trial  at  bar,  the  court  delivered  it  as  kw  to 
the  jury,  that  where  lands  were  actually  extended,  on  a  writ  of 
elegU,  the  tenant  by  ekgit  might  be  barred  by  a  fine  and  non- 
claim  ;  and  that  where  an  inquisition  upon  an  eUgU  is  found,  the 
party  has  the  possession  before  entry,  and  may  bring  an  eject- 
ment, or  action  of  trespass. 

66.  So  in  the  case  of  Dighton  v.  Oreenvil,  which  will  be 
stated  in  the  next  chapter,  all  the  judges  agreed,  that,  although 
the  cognizees  of  statutes  merchant  did  not  enter,  yet  that  they 
bad  possession  in  law,  in  consequence  of  their  extents  and 
liberates,  which  gave  them  a  right  of  entry ;  and,  therefore,  they 
might  be  barred  by  a  fine. 

57.  Powers  appendant,  or  in  gross,  might  be  barred  by  a  fine 
levied  of  the  lands  to  which  such  powers  related,  by  the  person  to 
whom  the  powers  were  reserved ;  because,  by  the  fine,  the  person 
acknowledged  all  his  right  and  interest  in  the  lands  to  be  vested 
in  another,  and  therefore  it  would  be  repugnant  to  that  aekioir* 
lodgement  that  he  should  ever  afterwards  claim  any  power  over 
those  lands.  Besides,  a  power  appendant,  or  in  gross,  being  part 
of  the  old  dominion,  is  considered  as  an  interest  which  may  be 
released. 

58.  C.  Digges  being  seised  in  fee,  covenanted  to  stand  seised 
to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  over ;  reserving  to  him- 

(a)  [Copyholds,  as  well  as  lands  in  England  of  other  tennres,  are  within  the  stalaH 
3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.,  for  abolishing  fines  and  recoveries,  and  it  substitutes  other  model 
of  assurance  in  lien  of  customaiy  fines  and  recoveries,  ss.  50.  to  64.  inclusive,  io^Ai 
title  37.] 
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0elf  a  power  of  revocation^  by  deed^  indented  and  enrdied* 
C.  Digges  revoked  the  uses ;  but  before  the  deed  of  revocation 
was  enrolled^  he  levied  a  fine  of  the  lands. 

It  was  resolved,  that  the  fine  being  levied  before  the  enrolment  See  West  v. 
of  the  deed  of  revocation,  until  which  time  the  revocation  was  &  m!4'33.  *^' 
imperfect,  had  destroyed  the  power. 

69.  In  the  case  of  Penne  v.  Peacock,  Lord  Talbot  said,  Ante,  s.  43. 
that  the  power  being  coupled  with  an  interest,  and  annexed  to 
the  wife's  inheritance,  it  viras  destroyed  by  the  fine:  aince^  that  vidA  Bullock 
a  lease  and  release,  or  any  other  conveyance,  would  carry  with  xiiT32?c.'  19. 
them  all  powers  that  were  joined  to  the  estate. 

60.  A  power  of  revocation  might  also  be  destroyed  in  part,  by  i  lost.  237  a. 
a  fine  being  levied  of  part  of  the  land ;  and  yet  the  power  would 
continue  good  as  to  the  residue. 

61.  [So  a  power  to  charge  an  estate  with  portions  for  the 
benefit  of  the  children  of  the  donee  of  the  power,  might  also  be 
extinguished  by  the  fine  of  the  donee. 

62.  Thus  in  Bickky  v.  Quest,  an  estate  was  by  marriage  i  Rus.  &  M. 

440 

settlement  limited  to  the  husband  for  life,  to  the  wife  for  life,  to 
trastees  for  a  term  of  400  years,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the 
body  of  the  wife  by  the  husband,  remainder  to  the  husband,  his 
heirs  and  assigns.  The  trusts  of  the  term  were,  in  case  there 
shoaki  be  a  younger  child  or  younger  children  of  the  marriage, 
ivho  should  attain  21,  that  the  trustees  should  raise  any  sum 
not  exceeding  200/.  as  the  husband  and  wife  jointly  by  deed,  or 
as  the  survivor  by  deed  or  will  should  appoint.  There  were 
younger  children :  the  wife  died  without  concurring  in  any  ap- 
pointment, and  after  her  death  the  husband  levied  a  fine.    Sir  See  also  West 

V,  Berney* 

John  Leach,  M.R.  held  the  power  extinguished.]  Ih.  43S. 

63.  Where  a  person,  who  had  a  power  appendant  or  in  gross, 
levied  a  fine  of  the  lands  to  which  the  power  related,  and  after- 
wards by  deed  declared  that  such  fine  should  enure  as  an 
execution  of  his  power,  the  fine  and  declaration  of  uses  would, 
in  that  case,  be  considered  as  one  assurance,  and  would  not 
destroy  the  power. 

64.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Herring  v.  Browne,  it  was  objected.  Tit.  32.  c  17. 
that  Sir  J.  Williams,  by  levying  the  fine  without  any  precedent 
declaration  of  uses  to  which  it  should  enure,  had  destroyed  his 

power  of  revocation :  for  the  deed,  being  subsequent  to  the  fine, 
was  inefiectual,  because  there  was  an.  intermediate  time,  between 
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the  levying  of  the  fine  and  the  execution  of  the  deed,  in  which 
the  forfeiture  attached,  and  the  power  was  destroyed ;  bo  that  do 
subsequent  act  could  purge  the  forfeiture  which  once  attached, 
nor  revive  the  power  which  was  destroyed.  For  these  reasoDs, 
and  upon  the  authority  of  Digges's  case,  it  was  adjudged  by 
the  Court  of  K.  B.  that  Sir  J.  Williams  had,  by  levying  the  fine, 
destroyed  his  power  of  revocation ;  and  therefore  that  the  sab- 
sequent  declaration  of  uses  was  void. 

Cirth.  22.  On  a  writ  of  error,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  this  jadgment 

was  reversed,  by  the  opinion  of  six  Judges  against  two :  it  being 
determined  that  the  fine  and  declaration  of  uses  were  to  be  con- 
sidered as  one  and  the  same  conveyance,  and  operated  as  an 
execution,  and  not  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  power.  It  was 
agreed,  that  a  fine  alone,  without  a  deed  to  declare  the  uses  of 
it,  would  have  extinguished  the  power ;  but  that  it  was  otherwise, 
where  there  was  a  deed  declaring  what  the  intention  of  the 
parties  was  when  the  fine  was  levied ;  and  although  the  date  of 
the  deed  was  subsequent  to  that  of  the  fine,  for  no  other  reason, 
perhaps,  but  because  the  fine  was  levied  in  the  vacation,  and  was 
dated  as  of  the  preceding  term,  still  it  was  possible  that  the  deed 
was  executed  at  the  time  the  fine  was  acknowledged :  so  that  it 
would  be  unreasonable  to  make  a  forfeiture  or  extingaiahmeot 
of  a  right  merely  by  relation,  which  was  but  a  fiction  of  law. 

Doug.  45.  S.  P.      65.  This  doctrine  has  been  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  King's 

Bench,  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Whitehead,  which  will  be  stated  is 
a  subsequent  chapter.  So  that  now,  whenever  a  fine  is  levied, 
and  a  declaration  of  the  uses  of  it  is  afterwards  executed,  the 
fine  and  declaration  of  uses  will  be  considered  one  assurance.  («) 

Bnt  not  powere       66.  Powers  [simply]  collateral  to  the  land,  which  were  not 

[simply  J  coUa-  uir^j  »  ,•/• 

teral.  joined  with  an  interest,  could  not  be  barred  or  destroyed  by  Does 

Tit.  32.  c.  19.*     levied  by  the  persons  to  whom  such  powers  were  reserved;  he- 


(a)  [Modern  authorities  appear  to  have  established  the  following  ralci  that  wfaeie  v 
parties  levying  a  fine  by  a  cotemporaneous  deed  declare  the  uses  for  a  specific  pvpoie, 
there,  although  the  legal  effect  of  the  fine  unexplained  and  uncontrolled  would  be* 
destroy  and  extinguish  contingent  estates,  powers,  and  other  interests  in  the  pu^ 
levying  it,  yet  that  its  nature  u  not  so  inflexible,  but  that  it  will  bend  to  and  be  ctf* 
trolled  by  the  intention,  and  consequently  the  fine  and  deed  of  declaration  bdogtaka 
together  as  one  assurance,  that  the  operation  of  the  fine  shall  be  so  restrained  lad  ^ 
lated,  as  to  efl^tuate  the  real  object  of  the  parties  to  the  transaction*  Jeney  «•  ^^^^ 
6  Bar  &  Aid.  569.    Davies  v.  Bush,  1  M'Clel.  &  Yo.  68.] 
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cause  they  were  considered  as  bare  and  naked  authorities^  which 
could  not  be  released  or  devested. 

67.  Thus  it  is  said  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Popham  in  Digges's  i  Rep.  174  a. 
case,  that  if  a  feoffment  was  made  to  A.  in  fee,  to  divers  uses, 

with  a  proviso  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  B.  to  revoke  those 
uses ;  B.  could  not  in  that  case  release  his  power ;  and  a  fine 
levied  by  him  would  not  extinguish  it ;  for  it  was  merely 
collateral,  and  the  land  did  not  move  from  him,  nor  should  the 
party  be  in  by  him,  nor  under  him. 

68.  It  followed  from  the  same  principle,  that  a  power  col- 
lateral to  the  land,  could  not  be  barred  by  the  fine  of  a 
stranger. 

69.  Thus,  where  a  person,  by  a  proviso  in  his  marriage  settle-  Willis  v. 
ment,  gave  his  intended  wife  a  power  to  dispose  of  100/.  to  such  i  Atk.474. 
persons  as  she  should  appoint,  to  be  paid  within  one  year  after 

his  decease ;  and,  in  default  of  payment,  one  John  Moreton  was 
empowered  to  make  a  lease  of  certain  lands,  to  raise  that  sum.  ' 
The  wife,  in  a  year  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  made  an  ap- 
pointment of  the  100/.,  but  it  was  not  paid.  The  heir  of  the 
husband  levied  a  fine  of  the  land,  and  five  years  passed ;  after- 
wards, the  appointees  of  the  lOOL  brought  their  bill  to  be  paid 
that  sum. 

Lord  Hardwicke  observed,  that  though,  by  the  several  statutes 
relating  to  fines,  all  right,  claim,  and  interest  which  strangers 
had,  were  barred  by  a  fine ;  yet  that  such  a  stranger  as  John 
Moreton,  who  had  no  interest,  but  only  a  bare  naked  power,  and 
who  could  not  have  made  an  entry,  was  not  affected  by  it. 

70.  Lands  were  settled  to  the  use  of  the  husband  for  life,  re-  jeney9.Deane, 
mainder  to  the  use  of  the  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  their  sons  ^  B^^  A-^®* 
successively  in  tail  male ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue  to  the 

use  of  the  wife  in  fee,  if  she  should  survive  the  husband,  but  if 
she  should  not  survive,  to  the  use  of  the  daughters  successively 
in  tail  male ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  such  uses  as  the 
wife  should  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  appointment,  to  her  in 
fee.  The  settlement  contained  a  power  for  the  trustees,  with  the 
consent  of  the  husband  and  wife,  to  sell  or  exchange,  and  a  co- 
venant for  further  assurance.  In  pursuance  of  the  settlement, 
fines  were  levied.  Subsequently  other  fines  were  levied  by  the 
husband  and  wife,  which  were  declared  to  be  taken,  to  corrobo- 
rate the  uses  of  the  settlement  antecedent  to  the  limitation  to  the 
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U0e  of  the  wife  in  fee  simple,  and  snbject  thereto,  to  such  mmm 
the  wife  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint  On  a  case  seat  by  the 
Vice  Chancellor  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  it  was  held«  that 
the  latter  fines  did  not  operate  to  extinguish,  destroy,  or  Buspeod 
the  power  of  the  husband  and  wife  to  direct  a  sale  or  exchtnge 
of  the  estates. 

Arightofentiy.      71.  A  right  or  title  of  entry  for  a  condition  broken,  might  be 

barred  by  a  fine  levied  by  the  grantee  or  devisee  of  the  condi- 
tional estate. 

Mayor  of  Lon-        72,  Thus,  wheiB  lands  were  devised  to  trustees  and  their  heirs, 

doD  V.  Alford,  .  . 

Cro.  Car.  575.    opon  oondition  that  they  should  pay  a  certain  sum  of  monej 
ones,      .   gy^jy  year,  for  the  support  of  a  schoolmaster,  &c. ;  and  on  non- 
performance of  the  trusts,  the  lands  were  devised  over  to  other 
persons.    The  trustees  neglected  to  perfDTm  the  trusts,  and  \tvd 
a  fine  of  the  lands. 

It  was  determined  that  the  fine  was  a  good  bar  to  the  pcrsoos 
who  had  a  title  to  enter  on  breach  of  the  condition. 

Touch.  154.  73.  A  title  of  entry  for  a  condition  broken  might  also  be  barred 

by  a  fine  levied  by  the  grantor  of  the  conditional  estate ;  as  if  a 
person  made  a  feoffment  upon  condition^  and  before  the  coadi* 
tion  was  broken,  the  feoffor  levied  a  fine  of  the  same  lands, 
either  to  the  feoffee,  or  to  any  other  person ;  the  condition  would 
be  thereby  discharged  for  ever. 

Cromwd's  case,      74*  But  if  the  fine  had  been  levied  for  the  purpose  of  oonobo- 

^'     *        rating  the  conveyance  by  which  the  condition  was  cieatedi  it 

would  not  have  destroyed  the  condition ;  for  in  that  case  the  to 

and  conveyance  would  be  construed  together,  and  would  opertie 

aa  one  assurance* 

75.  It  seems  that  a  right  or  title  of  entry  on  any  other  aoooaot 
might  also  be  barred  by  a  fine. 

MiSworth'*  '^*  ^'  Mackworth,  upon  his  marriage,  made  a  feoffment  to 

Carter,  75.        trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remsindtf 

to  his  eldest  son  in  tail,  reversion  to  himsdf  in  fee ;  aad  cove- 
nanted to  pay  200^.  to  the  trustees  within  three  OMBtfas  after  tbe 
birth  of  each  child ;  with  a  declaration,  that  if  such  payment  «>■ 
not  made,  then  the  feoffees  and  their  heirs  should  stand  seised 
of  the  premises  until  they  had  levied  the  said  sums.  The  money 
was  not  paid ;  so  that  the  estate  of  H.  Mackworth,  being  with  a 
^otis^ice,  ceased ;  bat  the  trustees  did  not  enter.  H.  Mackwortb, 
on  the  marriage  of  his  son,  conveyed  the  lands  by  lease  and  re- 
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lease  to  uses,  and  levied  a  fine  to  those  uses ;  after  which^  five 
years  passed  without  any  entry  or  claim. 

Lord  Chief  Justice  Bridgeman  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  that  the  entry  of  the  trustees  was  barred  by  the  fine. 

77.  A  fine  and  nonclaim  is  a  good  bar  to  a  writ  of  error,  in  Write  of  error, 
consequence  of  the  word  actions  in  the  second  saving  in  the  stat.  ^^  Belfield,  ^ 
4  Hen.  7.    And  a  fine  is  also  a  good  bar  to  a  writ  of  error,  to  re-  C">' J*'  ^^' 
verse  a  common  recovery. 

78.  [In  closing  the  present  chapter,  the  reader  is  reminded 
that  in  various  parts  of  this,  and  the  preceding  volumes,  will  be 
found  most  of  the  clauses  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.,  by  which 
fines  and  recoveries  are  abolished,  and  more  simple  modes  of  as* 
surance  subetitnted.  The  efiects  of  deeds  executed  in  accordance 
vnth  the  requisitions  of  the  above  act,  in  many  respects  corre- 
spond with  those  which  attended  fines  and  recoveries ;  but  of 
course  the  bar  by  five  years'  nonclaim  is  abolished,  with  the  fine 
upon  which  it  waa  grounded:  some  further  beneficial  efiects, 
however,  which  did  not  in  certain  cases  result  from  a  fine  or  re- 
covery, are  now  attainable  by  dispositions  under  the  above  act] 
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Fint  saving. 


4  Hen.  7. 
e.  24.  s.  3. 


Touch.  30. 


CHAP.  XL 

Different  Savvigs  in  the  Statute  4  Hen.  VIL  and  Exceptum 
in  favour  of  Infants,  Femes  Covert,  S^c. 


SmcT,    1.  Fint  Saving, 
6.  See^md  Savkig. 
S4.  Married  Women  tnthin  the 
Saving, 

28.  And  Biekops,  Deana^  tfc. 

29.  And  Permme  having  OJUee, 


Sect.  SO.  And  Strangen  hamg  #• 
ferent  Rigki$. 

38.  Third  Saving. 

40.  Exeeptiona  infmmiffh- 
/ante,  ifc. 

63.  Case  qf  Peraant 

their  Dimm^> 


Section  I. 


The  great  inconTeniences  which  arose  from  the  statute  of  noa- 
claim,  were  removed  by  that  of  4  Hen.  7. ;  and  a  proper  mediani 
established^  between  the  unbounded  latitude  given  by  the  fint  of 
these  statutes  and  the  rigour  of  the  common  law ;  for  the  ixxr 
trine  of  nonclaim  was  restored,  but  the  time  allowed  for  making 
a  claim  was  extended  from  one  year  to  five  years. 

2.  The  words  of  this  clause,  which  is  called  the  first  saving, 
are,  '^  Saving  to  every  person  and  persons,  and  to  their  heiff) 
other  than  the  parties  to  the  said  fine,  such  right,  title,  claiaii 
and  ihterest,  as  they  have  to  or  in  the  said  lands,  tenementoyOr 
hereditaments,  at  the  time  of  such  fine  engrossed ;  so  that  tbej 
pursue  their  title,  claim,  or  interest,  by  way  of  action  or  lawfol 
entry,  within  five  years  next  after  the  same  proclamations  had 
and  made." 

3.  In  consequence  of  this  clause,  all  those  who  had  any  pi^ 
sent  right  or  claim  to  lands  whereof  a  fine  had  been  levied,  were 
allowed  five  years,  to  be  computed  from  the  day  on  which  the 
last  proclamation  was  made,  to  make  their  claim.     And  although 

2  Will.  R.  19.    there  was  no  transmutation  of  possession,  and  the  cognizor  was 

in  of  the  old  use,  yet  after  five  years  it  would  operate  as  a  bar  to 
all  claims  whatever. 
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4.  If,  therefore,  a  tenant  in  tail  was  disseised,  and  the  disseisor  3  Rep.  87  b. 
levied  a  fine  with  proclamations,  the  tenant  in  tail,  having  a  pre- 
sent right,  was  within  the  first  saving  of  the  statute,  and  might 

defeat  the  fine  at  any  time  within  five  years  after  the  last  procla- 
mation had  been  made ;  but  if  he  neglected  to  make  his  claim 
within  that  time,  he  was  for  ever  barred  :  and  if  the  tenant  in 
tail  died  before  the  five  years  expired,  his  issue  might  avoid  the 
fine  within  the  five  years,  but  not  after. 

5.  With  respect  to  the  modes  of  avoiding  a  fine  within  the 
term  prescribed  by  the  statute,  they  will  be  pointed  out  in  a  sub- 
sequent chapter.  Ch.  14. 

6.  By  the  common  law,  persons  in  remainder,  and  also  the  re-  Second  ufing. 
versioners,  were  frequently  barred  by  the  neglect  of  the  particu- 
lar tenant  to  make  a  claim  within  a  year  and  a  day  after  a  fine 

was  levied ;  and  this  is  commonly  assigned  as  the  reason  for 
making  the  statute  of  nonclaim.  But  all  cases  of  this  kind  are 
particularly  provided  for  by  the  following  clause  in  the  statute 
4  Hen.  7.  s.  4.,  which  is  usually  called  the  second  saving. 

7.  *'  And  also  saving  to  all  other  persons  such  action,  right, 
title,  claim,  and  interest  in  or  to  the  said  lands,  tenements,  or 
other  hereditaments,  as  shall  first  grow,  remain,  or  descend,  or 
come  to  them,  after  the  said  fine  engrossed  and  proclamations 
made,  by  force  of  any  gift  in  tail,  or  by  any  other  cause  or 
matter,  had  and  made  before  the  said  fine  levied ;  so  that  they 
take  their  action,  or  pursue  their  said  right  and  title,  according 
to  law,  within  five  years  next  after  such  action,  right,  claim, 
title,  or  interest  to  them  accrued,  descended,  fallen  or  come." 

8.  In  consequence  of  this  clause,  all  those  to  whom  a  right 
accrued  at  any  time  after  a  fine  had  been  levied,  from  any  cause 
which  existed  before  the  fine  was  levied,  were  allowed  five  years, 
to  be  computed  from  the  day  on  which  their  right  first  accrued, 
to  make  their  claim. 

9.  Thus  if  a  tenant  in  tail  made  a  feofiment,  and  the  feoffee  Plowd.  374: 
levied  a  fine,  the  issue  in  tail  was  within  the  second  saving,  and  ^'  "' 
had  five  years  from  the  death  of  his  father  to  make  his  claim, 

and  avoid  the  fine ;  because  he  was  the  first  to  whom*  a  right  ac- 
crued and  descended  after  the  fine'  was  levied,  for  bis  father 
could  not  enter  against  his  own  feoffment. 

10.  In  the  same  manner,  if  a  tenant  in  tail  bargained  and  sold  Penysumv. 
his  estate  tail  to  a  stranger  in  fee,  who  levied  a  fine  of  it  with  cro!^iiz.  896. 
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Touch.  33. 


Plowd.  374. 
T.  Raym.  151. 


Ante,  c.  10. 


Basket  v. 
Pierce, 
1  Vem.  226. 
9  Mod.  144. 


Ooodright  V. 
Forrester, 
Infra,  s.  23. 
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proclamations,  the  iasae  i&  tail  was  witbin  the  aecoiid  saving ; 
because  the  right  first  accrued  to  him,  as  his  ancestor  could  not 
enter  against  his  own  bargain  and  sale. 

11.  If  a  tenant  in  tail  discontinued  his  estate,  reserving  a 
rent,  and  died,  and  the  issue  in  tail  accepted  of  the  rent  from 
the  discontinuee,  who  afterwards  levied  a  fine  with  proclama- 
tions ;  the  acceptance  of  the  rent  by  the  issue  in  tail  barred  him 
from  claiming  the  estate  taiL  But  upon  the  death  of  the  isaue 
in  tail,  his  issue  would  have  five  years  to  avoid  the  fine,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  second  saving,  because  he  was  the  first  person 
to  whom  the  right  of  reversing  the  fine  accrued. 

12.  If  tenant  in  tail  levied  a  fine,  and  five  years  passed*  and 
sffasrwards  the  tenant  in  tail  died  without  issue,  the  persons  in 
remainder  and  reversion  are  within  the  second  saving,  and  had 
therefore  five  years  to  make  their  claim  from  the  death  of  the 
tenant  in  tail  without  issue,  because  their  right  did  not  accme 
till  the  determination  of  the  estate  tail. 

13.  A  cestui  que  trust  in  tail  might  not  only  bar  his  own  iaane 
by  a  fine,  but  also  the  persons  in  remainder  or  reversion,  unless 
they  made  their  claim  within  five  years  after  the  expiration  of 
the  estate  tail. 

14.  A  person  devised  lands  to  trustees  for  ninety-nine  years, 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies ;  and  in  case  they 
should  not  act  within  six  months  after  his  decease,  then  he  de- 
vised the  same  lands  to  another  person  and  his  heirs,  in  trust  to 
pay  his  debts  and  legacies;  and  afterwards  to  A.  in  tail,  re- 
mainder to  B.  in  tail.  A.  levied  a  fine,  and  died  without  issue; 
five  years  passed  without  any  claim  by  B. 

Lord  Keeper  North  was  of  opinion,  that  this  fine  by  cestui  que 
trust  in  tail,  and  the  nonclaim,  barred  the  remainder-^nan  in  tail; 
for  equitable  rights  were  as  well  to  be  baned  by  fines  as  titles  at 
law. 

15.  Where  there  was  a  term  for  years  existing  at  the  time 
when  an  estate  tail  determined,  the  remainder-man  or  reversioner 
was  allowed  five  yeara  from  the  determination  of  such  term  to 
make  his  claim,  (a) 

16.  If  lands  were  extended  upon  two  statutes,  and  the  person 
who  was  seised  of  the  land  levied  a  fine,  it  devested  the  estates 

(a)  [See  Stat.  3  &  4  WQI.  4.  c.  27.  ss.  B,  9,  and  supra.    Vol.  iii.  p.  ^SJ^.-s:  29. 
nete  Ca).] 
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of  the  cognizees  of  such  statutes^  and  the  cognizee  of  the  first 
statute  must  have  made  his  claim  within  five  years  after  the  fine 
was  levied,  otherwise  he  would  have  been  for  ever  barred.  But 
with  respect  to  the  cognizee  of  the  second  statute^  he  need  not 
have  made  his  claim  till  satisfaction  had  been  entered  oq  record 
on  the  first  statute,  because  that  was  the  only  proper  determina-  Tit.  14. 
tion  of  an  extent  of  that  kind ;  so  that  be  had  five  years  from 
that  time  to  avoid  the  fine,  by  the  second  saving,  for  till  then  his 
right  did  not  accrue. 

17.  Thomas  Lewis,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises  in  Dighton  v. 
question,  acknowledged  a  statute  for  1,200/.  to  William  Knight ;  2  v^nt!  333. 
he  afterwards  acknowledged  another  statute  for  1000/.  to  Richard  J  s^{J7'260. 
Gerrard,  and  another  for  6000/.  to  Sir  James  Elwes  and  Richard 
Burrows ;  execution  was  sued  out  on  all  these  statutes,  and  the 
lands  were  extended.  Thomas  Lewis,  being  in  actual  possession, 
sold  the  lands  for  4000/.  to  John  Lewis,'  and  levied  a  fine  of 
them  with  proclamations.  John  Lewis  devised  the  lands  to  his 
brother  Edward  Lewis,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and,  for 
want  of  such  issue,  to  his  own  two  daughters.  John  Lewis 
died ;  and  Edward  Lewis,  being  in  actual  possession,  levied  a 
fine  with  proclamations,  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his  heirs,  and 
died  without  issue,  whereby  the  lands  descended  to  the  two 
daughters  of  John  Lewis,  who  entered,  and  having  married  the 
Earls  of  Huntingdon  and  Scarsdale,  they  also  entered,  and  were 
seised  in  right  of  their  wives.  Administration  to  Burrows,  the 
tsnrviving  cognizee  of  the  last  statute,  was  committed  to  Ann, 
wife  of  the  defendant  Greenvil,  as  to  that  statute  and  the  extent 
thereon ;  and  Greenvil  and  his  wife,  who  was  also  administra- 
trix to  Gterrard  the  cognizee  of  the  second  statute,  having  ac- 
knowledged satisfaction  upon  it,  and  caused  it  to  be  vacated, 
entered  upon  the  Earls  of  Huntingdon  and  Scarsdale,  as  admi- 
nistratrix to  Burrows,  in  whom  the  last  statute  was  vested,  and 
claimed  the  money  due  on  it ;  whereupon  the  said  Earls  brought 
an  ejectment  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  the  name  ot 
Dighton,  for  the  recovery  of  the  lands.  The  question  was, 
whether  Greenvil,  a  representative  to  Burrows,  the  cognizee  of 
the  last  statute,  which  was  a  reversionary  interest,  to  commence 
after  the  determination  of  Gerrard's  extent,  was  barred  by  the 
fine  of  Thomas  Lewis  and  five  years  nonclaim,  or  was  within  the 
second  saving  of  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  and  should  be  allowed 

\OL.  v.  o 
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fire  years  to  make  his  claim  from  the  tame  wiieo  satisraction 
was  acknowledged  on  Geirard's  statute.  The  case  was  mgaed 
sereral  times  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  in  4  Jac.  1. 
judgment  was  given  for  Greenvil,  that  Burrows's  interest  was 
not  barred  by  the  fine.  A  writ  of  error  was  lm>ttght  in  the  Ex* 
chequer  Chamber,  where  the  case  was  also  several  times  argued. 
Vide  2  Vent.      Mr.  Justice  Ventris  contended,  that  there  was  a  very  great 

333* 

difference  between  this  case  and  the  case  of  reversions  on  estates 
for  lives  or  years.  1.  Because  in  those  estates  there  was»  either 
by  an  express  limitation  of  the  parties  or  the  operation  of  law,  a 
certain  end  of  the  estate  beyond  which  it  could  not  last»  and 
until  which  it  was  not  properly  determined,  which  an  estate  held 
by  extent  has  not.  2.  Because  if  a  person,  who  has  a  reveraioD 
after  an  estate  held  by  extent,  was  allowed  five  years  to  make 
his  claim  after  the  extent  was  determined  by  a  perceptton  of  the 
profits,  or  an  acknowledgment  of  satis&ction  on  record,  then  a 
claim  was  let  in  after  an  estate  which  no  man  could  see  the  end 
d;  for  no  person  could  tell  when  an  extent  would  be  satisfied  by 
a  perception  of  the  profits,  and  much  less  whether  satisfaction 
would  ever  be  acknowledged ;  whereas  other  estates  have  a 
known  and  certain  deteitnination,  so  that  it  would  be  impoasible 
to  tdl  within  what  space  of  time  a  possession  could  be  quieted, 
and  thus  the  great  end  of  the  statute  of  Fines  would  be  defeated. 
3.  Because  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  the  party  who  had  the 
extent,  to  protract  the  time  as  long  as  he  pleased ;  for,  unUl  he 
thought  proper  to  bring  a  $cire  facias  ad  canqmtamdumf  the  statute 
would  never  be  satisfied ;  so  that  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  a 
stranger  to  make  the  estate  of  a  person  who  was  in  poooeooioa 
under  a  fine,  liable  to  a  future  claim  as  long  as  he  pleaaed. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  reversed  by  a 
majority  ofsix  Judges  against  two.  But  that  Court  refused  to 
award  execution,  because  there  was  a  mistake  in  the  writ  of 
error ;  upon  which  a  new  writ  of  error-  was  brought,  whereon 
the  judgment  was  affirmed  for  Greenvil,  there  being  three 
Judges  for  reversing,  and  three  for  affirming ;  and  a  majority 
being  required  to  reverse  the  judgment,  it  was  of  courae  to 
stand. 
Collet  Pari.  A  writ  of  error  was  then  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where 

it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  that  Mr.  Greenvil 
could  not,  by  acknowledging  satisfaction  on  Oerrard's  statutOf 
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gain  iBiiiy  new  right  to  enter,  to  ayoid  the  fine  levied  by  Edward 
Lewis  about  nine  years  before,  by  which,  and  by  five  years  non- 
claim,  his  interest  in  the  last  extent  was  barred,  because  an  entry 
might  and  ought  then  to  have  been  made  into  the  extended  es- 
tate ;  and  the  contrary  opinion  would  tend  very  much  to  weaken 
the  security  of  a  fine  and  nonclaim,  which  is  the  highest  and 
best  security  in  the  law  for  quieting  people  in  their  estates,  and 
preventing  suits ;  and  it  would,  therefore,  be  of  very  pernicious 
consequence  to  all  purchasers  and  owners  of  estates,  if  such  old 
dormant  incumbrances  were  set  up  against  a  fine  and  nouclaim, 
and  supported  by  such  a  method  as  the  vacating  a  statute  long 
before  extinguished,  for,  thereby,  estates  might  be  incumbered 
which  had  been  long  enjoyed  without  interruption. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  argued  for  the  defendant,  that  it  was 
not  necessary  to  make  any  claim  upon  Burrows's  statute,  until 
Gerrard's  statute  appeared  upon  record  to  be  satisfied,  and  so  a 
claim  made  by  the  defendant  by  entry  upon  the  premises,  within 
five  years  after  satisfaction  enteiied  upon  record,  on  Gerrard's 
statute,  was  sufficient  to  prevent  Burrows's  extent  from  being 
barred  by  the  fine.    That  this  case  did  not  differ  in  reason  from 
tbe  common  and  known  case,  where  A.,  tenant  for  life,  remainder 
in  fee  to  B.,  is  disseised,  and  the  disseisor  levies  a  fine,  and  there 
18  five  years'  nonclaim ;  though  the  estate  of  tenant  for  life  be 
barred  by  this  five  years'  nonclaim,  and  the  remainder-man  may. 
if  he  please,  enter  upon  the  five  years'  nonclaim  by  tenant  for 
life,  yet  he  may  waive  such  entry,  and  will  have  a  new  period  of 
five  years  after  the  death  of  tenant  for  life,  to  make  his  claim  : 
80,  although  Burrows  might,  if  he  had  pleased,  have  entered 
upon  the  five  years'  nonclaim  by  Oerrard,  yet  he  might  stay  and 
expect  until  satisfaction  was  entered  upon  the  record  of  Gerrard's 
statute ;  for,  as  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  is  the  proper  and 
natural  determination  of  an  estate  fi>r  life,  so  the  entering  satis- 
faction upon  record  is  the  proper  and  natural  determination  of 
an  extent  upon  a  statute^  and,  in  the  one  case,  as  well  as  the 
other,  before  such  determination,  the  remainder-man  or  rever- 
sioner is  not  compellable  to  make  his  claim  to  avoid  the  fine* 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  affirmed. 
18.  If  there  were  no  person  who  had  a  right  to  make  a  claim 
at  the  time  when  a  fine  was  levied,  and  afterwards  some  person 
did  acquire  sudi  a  right,  he  was  allowed  five  years,  from  the 

o  2 
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time  when  he  acquired  the  right  of  avoiding  the  fine,  to  make 
his  claim. 
Stanford's  caae,        19^  Xhus  where  a  person  who  was  entitled  to  a  term  for  yean 

cited  Cro.  Ja.  *^  j-  j      l    £ 

61.  in  reversion,  expectant  on  another  term  for  years,  died;  the  first 

term  expired,  the  lessor  entered,  and  levied  a  fine  with  proclama- 
tions ;  five  years  passed  before  administration  was  granted  of  the 
effects  of  the  person  who  had  the  reversionary  term. 

It  was  resolved,  that  the  administrator  was  within  the  second 
saving  of  the  statute,  and  should  have  five  years  to  pursue  his 
right  from  the  time  administration  was  granted ;  because  till 
then  there  was  no  one  who  could  claim. 

20.  No  person,  however,  is  within  the  second  saving  but  he  to 
whom  the  right  of  avoiding  the  fine  first  accrued ;  so  that  those 
who  claimed  under  the  person  to  whom  such  right  first  accrued, 
were  only  allowed  so  much  of  the  five  years  as  had  not  elapsed 
in  the  lifetime  of  their  ancestor. 

s^n^'  IVh  ^^-  '^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^"^^  ^y  *®  *^^  ^^*®^  Justices  Dyer  and 

Jenk.  Cent.  6.     Catline,  in  the  case  of  Stowell  v.  Zouche,  that  if  a  tenant  in  taO 

Eliz.  896.   '      be  disseised,  and  the  disseisor  levies  a  fine,  the  right  of  reversing 

the  fine  first  accrues  to,  and  attaches  in,  the  tenant  in  tail  him- 
self; so  that  if  he  lets  the  five  years  pass  without  impeaching 
the  fine,  and  then  dies,  his  issue  will  be  for  ever  barred ;  for  they 
are  not  within  the  second  saving,  because  the  right  first  accrued 
to  their  ancestor,  and  not  to  them.  The  Justices  Southcot  and 
Weston  dissented  from  this  opinion,  and  contended  that  every 
issue  in  tail  should  have  five  years,  as  a  new  right  came  to  efery 
one  of  them  per  formam  doni;  which  right,  as  they  took  it,  the 
makers  of  the  act  intended  to  preserve,  and  to  this  purpose  the 
words,  '^  by  force  of  any  gift  in  tail,"  were  put  in  the  second 
saving.  But  this  opinion  was  utterly  disallowed  by  the  Chief 
Justices,  who  said  that  the  word  firsts  which  ought  to  be  added 
to  the  word  descend^  and  then  it  would  be,  AaU first  descend,  will 
not  suffer  every  descent  to  have  five  years. 

273,  note.  22.  Plowden  was  of  opinion  that  the  purview  of  the  stat 

4  Hen.  7.  is  only  against  those  who  have  right  at  the  time  of  the 
fine  levied ;  or  have  future  right  upon  cause  arising  before ;  and 
that  as  to  rights  accruing  after  a  fine  is  levied,  they  are  not 
barred  by  the  statute.    This  doctrine  is  nearly  transcribed  into 

Pa.  22.  the  Touchstone,  where  it  is  said,  *'  Such  as  have  neither  present 

nor  future  right,  at  the  time  of  the  levying  of  the  fine,  by  reason 


i 


Title  XXXV.  Fine.  Ch.  XL  s.  22—23.  197 

of  any  matter  before  the  fine^  but  whose  right  groweth  either  en- 
tirely after^  or  partly  before,  and  partly  after  the  fine ;  and  these 
are  not  barred  at  all  by  the  fine,  but  they  may  make  the  claim^  8ic. 
when  they  will." 

This  opinion  has,  however,  been  entirely  exploded  in  the  fol- 
lowing case,  in  which  it  was  held  that  no  new  cause  of  avoiding 
a  fine  can  arise  after  the  fine.  That  every  right  of  avoiding  a 
fine  must  commence  in  the  party  or  his  ancestor,  testator,  or  in- 
testate, upon  a  cause  existing  before  the  fine  was  levied ;  so  that 
no  alienation  or  disposition  can  be  made,  which  can  introduce 
strangers  into  the  situation  of  claiming  a  new  title,  or  cause  of 
entry,  or  action. 

23.  R.  Browne  devised  a  tenement  to  his  wife  Ann,  his  son  Goodright 
Philip,  and  his  daughter  Eleanor,  for  and  during  the  term  of  the  s  East  552. 
natural  lives  of  the  said  Philip  and  Eleanor,  and  the  longest 
liver  of  them,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the 
said  Philip  and  Eleanor,  then  the  reversion  of  the  said  tenement 
to  be  to  the  executors  of  the  said  Philip  for  forty  years.  The 
testator  died  in  1677,  and  the  reversion  in  fee  of  the  tenement 
thus  devised,  descended  to  Robert  Browne,  the  eldest  son  of  the 
devisor.  Ann  and  Eleanor  Browne  died  in  1723,  leaving  Philip 
surviving  them,  who  in  1733  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations  pf 
the  said  tenement,  to  William  Forrester  and  his  heirs,  who  there- 
upon entered.  The  reversion  in  fee  of  the  tenement  was  sold  in 
1683  to  Thomas  Burton,  who  in  the  year  1735,  two  years  after 
the  fine  was  levied,  made  his  will  and  devised  the  same  to  Robert 
Burton  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail. 
Thomas  Burton  died  in  1735;  and  Robert  Burton,  the  devisee 
fot  life,  died  in  1803,  leaving  issue  Robert  Burton  his  eldest  son, 
who  in  1805  entered  on  the  premises  to  avoid  the  fine,  and  de- 
vised the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  where 
judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant  upon  a  point  that  will  be 
stated  hereafter.     Upon  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Exchequer  Cham-  Tit.  38.  c.  3. 
ber^  the  defendant  contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  barred  by  the  i  Taunt.  578. 
fine  and  non-claim,  not  having  made  his  entry  within  five  years 
after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  forty  years,  created  by  the  will  Tit.  31.  c.  2. 
of  Richard  Burton.     That  as  the  devisee  for  life  under  the  will    *    ' 
of  Thomas  Burton  only  died  in  1803,  it  was  urged  for  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  entry  made  in  1805  was  in  good  time;  but  if  this 
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were  so,  it  would  eixtirely  put  an  end  W  the  statute  of  nondaim, 
for  by  creating  estates  for  Ufe  or  in  tail^  tke  time  migbt  be  pro- 
longed ad  infinitum.  But  in  construing  tbe  stat.  4  Hen.  1.x  it 
was  to  be  observed  that  the  several  particular  estates  all  loade 
only  one  estate  in  fee  simple.  It  was  clear  that  if  the  time  began 
to  run  against  the  ancestor,  it  continued  to  run  against  tbe  \m 
or  devisee. 

Sir  James  Mansfield,  Chief  Ji;^stice,  said,  the  CouH  waa 
unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  right  of  entry  was  confined  to 
five  years  after  the  expiration  of  the  forty  years*  term.  The 
devise  was  to  Philip  Brown  for  tife,  with  remainder  to  his  execu- 
tors for  a  term  of  forty  years.  He  died  in  1738,  and  the  term 
which  then  commenced  expired  in  1778.  When  the  fine  waa 
levied,  Robert  Browne  [meaning  Thomas  Burton]  was  seised  in 
fee  of  the  reversion ;  consequently,  if  he  had  lived  to  1778, be 
and  his  heir  wonld  have  been  bound  to  claim  within  five  yean 
from  1778,  in  which  year  the  forty  years  expired.  If  he  would 
have  been  bound  to  claim  within  five  years  from  that  time,  the 
question  was,  whether  he  could  by  his  will  give  a  right  to  a^ 
the  fine  at  a  more  distant  period  than  the  end  of  the  five  yearai 
If  he  might,  he  could  equally  limit  the  estate  to  500  or  5000  men 
in  succession,  and  their  heirs  in  tail,  a^d  so  ke^p  the  right  d 
entry  alive  for  a  century  or  more.  This  would  be  tbe  coma- 
quence;  and  a  most  extraordinary  conseqneQce  it  would  be. 
Whether  it  can  be  so,  depends  upon  the  words  of  the  statotecf 
Fines,  which  are,  *'  the  said  proclamations  so  made,  the  said  Bs» 
to  be  a  final  end,  and  conclude  as  well  privies,  as  strangers  to  t)» 


same." 


Stopping  here,  the  question  was,  since  a  man  and  his  besa 
are  barred,  is  a  man,  and  his  devisees,  barred  ?  or  has  the  statota 
of  wills  this  effect,  that  more  time  is  required  to  bar  a  right  o( 
entry  against  a  devisee  than  against  an  heir  ?  or  is  not  the 
devisee  exactly  in  the  same  state  as  the  heir  ?  He  had  never 
heard  it  disputed ;  and  if  so  he  was  barred  at  the  end  of  bt 
years  after  the  forty  years.  But  it  was  said  there  waa  a  aanog 
of  future  rights,  and  every  person  shall  have  five  years  from  tbe 
accruer  of  such  future  rights.  This  depended  on  the  worda  ol 
the  statute — *'  Saving  to  all  other  persons  such  action,  rights 
title,  claim  and  interest,  in  or  to  the  said  lands,  tenements,  or 
other  hereditaments,  as  first  shall  grow,  remain,  or  descend,  oi 


Tkle  XXXV.  Fm€.  Ch.  XI.  s.  23—24.  199 

come  to  tbom,  afler  the  said  fine  mgsommi,  aad  procknations, 
m8de»  by  forc#  of  any  gift  in  tail,  oc  l^  any  other  cftaae  or  matter 
bad  and  made  befof e  tke  said  ike  levied ;  so  that  they  take  their 
action,  or  parsue  their  said  rigbt  and  title  according  to  law, 
within  fire  yeara  next  after  such  action^  right,  title,  claim,  or 
interest  to  them  accrued,  descended,  remained,  fallen,  or  come." 
This  was  confined  to  persona  whose  fiiture  right  first  accrued 
after  the  fine,  by  gift  in  tail,  or  other  cause  or  matter  had  and 
made  before  the  fine  levied.     Did  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the 
fdaintiff  first  accrae  to  him  after  the  fine,  as  a  distinct  original 
title,  by  matter  before  the  fine  ?    Certainly  not.    At  the  time  of 
the  fine,  T.  Burton  was  seised  in  fee  in  reversion,  and  made  his 
will  after  the  fine  levied,  in  which  he  devised  the  premises  to 
Robert  Burton  for  Ufe»  with  remainder  in  tail  to  the  lessor  of  the 
plainti£    His  title  therefore  was  a  part  of  the  same  estate,  the 
same  fee,  which  T.  Burton  had  at  the  time  of  the  fine  levied, 
and  which,  first  accrued  before  the  fine.    The  plaintiff  was  drirea 
to  contend,  that  the  words,  ^  before  the  fine  levied,"  mean  the 
flame  thing  as  after  the  fine  kvied.    But  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff having  this  estate  tail,  in  order  to  bring  him  within  the 
saving,,  it  was  said  that  the  case  was  the  same  as  if  he  had  had 
it  before  the  fine  levied.    But  to  hdd  this,  would  be  to  prevent 
the  statute  entirely ;  and  it  would  hare  the  monstrous  conse* 
quence,  that  though  the  persoa  seised,  at  the  time  of  the  fine 
levied,  must  have  entered  witikin  five  years  after  tha  forty  years, 
be  could  by  his  will  give  his  devisee  a  right  of  entry  for  a  bun* 
dred  years.    The  Court  was  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  judg^ 
ment  must  be  affirmed,  because  no  entry  was  made  within  five 
years  after  the  expiration  of  the  forty  years,  which  determined 
in  1778. 
24.  In  eonsequeace  of  the  steUUe  32  Hen.  8«  c  28.  which  will  ^^J?^,'!'^^ 

withiB  this 

be  steted  hereafter,  a  fine  levied  by  a  husband  alone,  of  any  lands  aaving^ 
wJiich  were  the  freehold  and  inheritenoe  of  the  wife,  should  not  ^    ' 

be  prejudicial  to  the  wife  or  her  heirs;  bat  i^e  or  they  mi^t 
enter  on  the  lands  and  defeat  such  fine.  Although  the  words 
of  this  act  are  very  general ;  yet  if  the  husband  levied  a  fine  Dyet,  72  b. 
wiith  proclamatious,  the  wife  was  bound  to  enter  within  five  e  Rep,  73  b. 
years  after  the  death  of  her  husband ;  and  if  she  did:  not,  she 
would  not  only  be  barred  of  her  entiy,  but  also  of  her  right ;  for 
the  object  of  die  stetute  was  cmly  to  provide  against  the  dia* 


200 

Intn,  c.  12. 


373  n. 

Damport  v. 
Wright,  2 
Dyer.  224  a. 
2  Rep.  93  a. 
Gouldsb.  148. 


Menvil'g  case, 
13  Rep.  19. 
2  Hawk.  P.  C. 
c.49.t.44. 


Tit.  6.  c.  6. 


And  bishope, 
deaDS.  &c. 
Plowd.  538. 
Tit.  31.  c.  2. 


Title  XXXV.  Fine.  Ch.  XI.  $.  24^28. 

continuance,  which  was  a  grievance  peculiar  to  married  women, 
but  not  to  invalidate  fines  duly  levied,  as  to  married  women; 
they  having  a  remedy  in  common  with  others,  by  entry  or  claim, 
to  avoid  the  fine.  Besides,  though  the  words  of  the  statute  are 
general — ''That  such  a  fine  shall  not  be  prejudicial  to  the  wife 
or  her  heirs  f'  yet  the  following  words,  '^  But  that  she  may  law- 
fully enter,  according  to  her  right  and  title  therein,"  are  eiphaia- 
tory,  and  allow  her  an  entry  only  in  those  cases  where  she  had 
a  right  before  the  statute. 

25.  If  a  married  man  levied  a  fine  of  his  own  estate,  and  in 
years  passed,  his  wife  was  not  thereby  barred  of  her  dower,  bat 
was  within  the  second  saving  of  the  statute,  and  was  allowed 
five  years  from  the  death  of  her  husband  to  make  her  daim; 
because  her  title  to  dower  did  not  accrue  till  that  period. 

Plowden  was  of  opinion,  that  in  a  case  of  this  kind  the  wife 
was  not  bound  to  make  her  claim  within  five  years  after  tbe 
death  of  her  husband,  but  might  claim  her  dower  at  any  indefi- 
nite period  of  time.  The  contrary,  however,  was  expressly  de- 
termined in  4  Hen.  8. ;  and  that  determination  has  ever  sinoe 
been  held  to  be  good  law. 

26.  If  the  wife's  tide  to  dower  did  not  accrue  at  the  death  of 
her  husband,  but  commenced  at  at  a  subsequent  period,  she 
would  be  allowed  five  years  from  the  time  when  it  accrued. 

27.  A  married  man  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations,  and  was 
afterwards  indicted  and  outiawed  for  high  treason.  Some  yean 
after  his  death,  his  heirs  reversed  the  outlawry  by  writ  of  errof; 
and  then  the  wife  claimed  her  dower. 

It  was  resolved,  that  although  more  than  five  years  had  dapsed 
since  the  death  of  the  husband,  yet  the  fine  was  no  bar  to  her; 
because,  as  long  as  the  attainder  for  treason  stood  in  forces  she 
could  not  claim  her  dower ;  but  as  soon  as  the  outlawry  was 
reversed,  a  tide  to  dower  first  accrued  to  her,  and  therefore  she 
was  within  the  second  saving,  and  had  five  years  from  the  ^eve^ 
sal  of  the  oudawry  to  pursue  her  right. 

28.  Although  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  does  not  extend  to  the 
possessions  of  the  church,  yet  in  case  a  bishop,  dean,  vicar,  pre- 
bendary, or  other  ecclesiastical  person  neglected  to  make  his 
claim  within  five  years  after  a  fine  was  levied,  of  an  estate  to 
which  he  was  entided  in  right  of  his  bishopric,  &c.  he  would 
be  barred  during  his  life ;  but  his  successors  are  within  the  second 
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saying,  and  would  be  allowed  five  years  to  avoid  the  fine,  from 
the  time  of  their  becoming  entitled  to  the  lands. 

29.  In  the  same  manner  all  persons  haying  offices  for  life,  to  And  penons 
which  lands  and  tenements  are  annexed,  must  have  made  their  piow^  538. ' 
claim  within  fiye  years  after  a  fine  had  been  leyied  of  such  lands 

and  tenements ;  otherwise  they  would  be  barred  during  their 
liyes.  But  each  successiye  officer  is  within  the  second  saving, 
and  would  be  allowed  fiye  years  to  avoid  the  fine,  from  the  time 
when  he  became  entitled  to  the  lands. 

30.  Strangers  to  fines  having  several  different  and  distinct  Andstranffen 
rights,  by  several  titles,  accruing  at  different  times,  had  several  rights? 
periods  of  five  yeare  allowed  them  to  avoid  a  fine ;  that  is,  five 

years  after  the  accruing  of  each  title :  so  that  if  a  right  accrued 
to  a  stranger,  when  a  fine  was  levied,  which  he  neglected  to 
pursue  within  the  limited  time,  and  another  right  accrued  to  the 
same  'stranger,  at  any  time  after ;  he  was  then  comprehended 
yyithin  the  second  saving  of  the  statute,  as  to  the  new  right, 
upon  the  principle,  th?Ltqtiando  dtto  jura  in  undpenond  concur- 
runt,  aquum  est  ac  d  essent  in  diverm* 

This  construction  is  certainly  not  consistent  with  the  letter  of  9  Rep.  105  b. 
the  statute;  for  in  consequence  of  the  words,  other  persons,  it 
appeare  clearly  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  that 
no  person  who  was  comprehended  in  the  first  saving,  should 
take  advantage  of  the  second  saving ;  and  Lord  Chief  Justice  Pbvd.  372. 
Dyer,  in  the  case  of  Stowell  v.  Zouche,  contended  that  this  was 
the  true  construction  of  the  statute ;  but,  however,  the  law  has  Cro.  £liz.220. 
always  been  held  to  be  otherwise. 

31.  Tenant  for  life  levied  a  fine  to  a  stranger ;  the  person  in  Laundv. 
revereion  neglected  to  enter  within  five  years  after  the  fine  was  ^ro.  £Uz.  254. 
levied ;  afterwards  the  tenant  for  life  died :  ^  ^P-  "^^  b. 

It  was  determined  that  the  reversioner  should  have  another 
period  of  five  years,  from  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  to  make 
his  claim;  for  in  this  case  two  distinct  rights  accrued  to  him;  infra, c.  12. 
the  firet  upon  the  forfeiture  which  the  tenant  for  life  committed 
hy  levying  the  fine,  and  the  second  by  the  acquisition  of  the  re- 
version, in  consequence  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  (a) 

32.  It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  that  if  a  lessee  for  yeara  is  9  Rep.  105  b. 
ousted,  and  the  person  in  reveroion  disseised,  and  the  disseisor 

(a)  [See  sUt.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  as.  3,  4, 5.    Sap.  Vol.  III.  Tit.  31.  c  2.  s.  36. 
mud  note  (a)*] 
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kviM  a  fine  mtJx  proelAmaiioo^  both  tbe  kvor  vd  lessee  ve 

barred,  if  they  do  nut  make  their  claim  wiUua  fi?e  yeva  aftsr 

the  fine  has  been  levied ;  and  the  leeaor  will  not  be  allowed  a 

9evr  period  of  five  year^  after  the  expiration  of  the  tsn&y  to 

make  his  claim ;  because  the  lesser  m^;kt  have  broaght  en  assisft 

or  other  real  aetioD«  immediately  after  the  fine  wee  le?ied ;  aod 

being  thus  comprehended  within  the  first  savings  he  cauiot  take 

advantage  of  the  second  saving*    Thia  doctrine  has.  hovever^ 

been  since  contradicted,  and  is  not  now  held  ta  be  law. 

FemiQc's  Cite,       33^  A  lessee  for  twenty-one  years^  who  was  seised  in  fee  of 

2  And.  iTts.      Qtbcc  lands  in  the  same  manor,  made  a  leaae  for  lift  of  all  lua 

Ca!46.     ^     Imnds,  and  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations  of  as  numy  messsagti 

and  acres  of  land  as  eomprehendedt  not  only  the  lands  vhemf 
be  was  seised  in  fee,  but  also  the  landa  which,  he  held  for  yesrk 
He  afterwarda  continued  in  possession,  and  paid  his  rent  Upoa 
the.  expiration  of  the  term,,  the  lessee  claimed  the  inhsritaoee  of 
the  land  which  he  had  held  by  lease,^  and  would  have  bavod  the 
leasoKj  hy  mes^s  of  the  fine  and  nonclaim.  But  it  was  detei^ 
mined  by  all  the  Judges,  that  the  lessor  should  have  a  osi^  ps- 
liod  of  fiv«:  years  firom  the  expiration  of  the  term,  te  makeks 
claim,  and  avoid  tbe  fine* 

34.  Thjs  determination  is  said  by  Lord  Cioke  lo  have  bsea 

founded  on  the  civeumstances  of  fiiSAid  which  appsanediatht 

case ;  the  principal  of  which  was,  that  the  lessee  contumed  ia 

possession  after  he  had  levied  a  fine>  and  regularly  paid  his  not, 

1  Yent  241^  2.  SO  that  the  lessor  could,  have  no  notice  that  a  fine  had  bees  le- 

vied  of  his  lands.  But  in  other  booksr  the  judgment  is  said  est 
to  ham  been  founded  on  the  fiaad  which  appea«ed  in  the  cm 
but  upon  the  true  construcliooi  of  tbe  statute.  And  the  dootiiie^ 
that  where  a  lessee  for  years  makes  a  feoffment,  and  then  leviss 
a  fine,  the  lessor  need  not  make  hia  claim  within  five  years  after 
the  fine  has  been  levied,  hut  is  allowed  another  period  of  fi« 
yeais,  from  tbe  determination  of  the  term*  was  finally  estaUishei 
in  the  following  case. 
Whyey  V.  35,  ^  lessoe  foK  yean  made  a  feoffment*  and  then  levisd  ^ 

1  Vent.  241.      fine ;  five  years  passed ;  and  the  question  was,  wbethec  u^ 

2  uv.^.     '    lessor  was  barred  by  bis  nonclaim  during  the  five  yeara  which 
1  Atk.571.       elapsed  immediately  after  the  fine  was  levied ;  or  ahould  be  000- 

prehended  within  the  second  saving  of  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  and 
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be  allowed  aoother  period  of  five  yeare,  froon  the  expimtiQQ  of 
the  tenn,  to  s^void  the  ftoe. 

The  Court  resolved  that  the  lessor  should  have  five  years 
from  the  expiration  of  the  term  to  avoid  the  fiiie  ;  in  the  sajvae 
manner  as  if  a  lessee  for  life  had  levied  a  fine ;  the  cases  being 
exactly  similar. 

36.  No  person  who  is  within  the  first  paving  of  the  statute 
4  Hen.  7.  can  be  comprehended  within  the  second  saving;,  unless 
the  second  right  which  accrues  to  him  is  difierent  from  the  first 
right :  for  if  it  is  only  the  same  right  which  accrues  a  seeoiMl 
time»  the  nonclaim,  during  the  five  years  after  the  right  first  ap" 
crued^  will  be  a  good  bar. 

37.  A  tenapt  in  tail  made  a  lea^e  for  three  livej9.  which  was  SaiTm  v.  cua, 

Cm   f*r    \S/B 

vf>t  vi^arranted  by  the  statute  33  Hen.  8.  q.  28..;  he  then  levied  a  sawia  v.* 
fine,  aud  died  withoi^kt  issu^e.    Five  years  passed  without  any  s!a  w.  Johm, 
claim  by  the  person  in  remainder ;  but  on  the  ei^piration  of  the  ^^* 
lease  he  entered. 

The  Court  resolved  that  he  was  barred  by  his  nonclaim  during 
^he  five  years  which  elapsed  immediately  aftex  failure  of  issue  of 
the  tenant  in  tail ;  and  should  not  have  a  new  period  of  five 
years^  after  the  expiration  of  the  lease ;  because  the  lease  being 
void  a&  to  him,  he  had  no  other  title  after  the  expiratioD  of  the 
lease  than  he  had  before ;  for  his  title  arose  by  the  death  of  the 
tenant  in  tail  without  issue,  when  he  might  have  brought  his 
formedon. 

33.  There  is  a  third  saving  in  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  in  the  fbU  Of  the  thud 
lowing  words — *'  Saving  to  every  person  or  persons,  not  party  "*^^^* 
nor  privy  to  the  said  fine,  their  exception  to  avoid  the  same  fine 
by  that,  that  those  which  were  parties  to  the  fine  nor  any  of 
them^  nor  no  person  or  persons  to  their  use,  Qor  to  the  use  of  any 
of  them,  had  nothing  in  the  lands  and  tenements  comprised  in 
the  said  fine,  at  the  time  of  the  said  fine  levied." 

39.  This  clause  is  merely  a  confirmation  of  the  old  law,  by  Ante,  c  5. 
which  a  fine  might  be  avoided  by  showing  that  the  parties  had    ^^ 
no  estate  of  freehold  in  the  lands ;  but  it  has  been  already  ob- 
served, that  it  was  not  necessary  fqr  a  tenant  in  tf^il  to  be  in  po6«  Ante,  c.  9. 
session  of  the  estate  tail  when  he  levied  a  fine ;  and  the  issue  in  Infn,  c.  14. 
tail  being  here  described  by  the  word  privy,  are  not  within  this 
saving. 
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EioeptioDs  in         40.  It  has  been  stated  that  at  common  law,  and  also  by  the 
hntM,  he  statute  De  modo  levandiJintSj  all  those  who  laboured  under  cer- 

tain disabilities  at  the  time  when  a  fine  was  levied,  were  not 
affected  by  it ;  but  they  or  their  heirs  might  avoid  it  at  any 
distance  of  time.  This  doctrine  was  altered  by  the  statute 
4  Hen.  7.  which  excepts  married  women,  unless  they  are  parties 
to  the  fine,  and  all  persons  then  being  within  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  in  prison,  or  out  of  the  realm,  or  not  of  whole  mind  at 
the  time  of  the  said  fine  levied,  not  parties  to  such  fine,  out  of 
the  body  of  the  act.  But  at  the  end  of  the  second  saving  is  the 
following  clause  respecting  them. 

41.  ''And  if  the  same  persons  at  the  time  of  such  action, 
right,  and  title  accrued,  descended,  remained,  or  come  unto 
them,  be  cwert  de  barony  or  within  age,  in  prison,  or  out  of  this 
land,  or  not  of  whole  mind,  then  it  is  ordained,  &c.  that  their 
action,  right,  and  title  be  reserved  and  saved  to  them  and  their 
heirs,  until  they  come  and  be  at  their  full  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  out  of  prison,  within  this  land,  uncovert,  and  of  whole 
mind  :  so  that  they  or  their  heirs  take  their  said  actions  or  their 
lawful  entry,  according  to  their  right  and  title,  within  five  years 
next  after  that  they  come  and  be  at  their  full  age,  out  of  prison, 
within  this  land,  uncovert,  and  of  whole  mind ;  and  the  same 
action  pursue,  or  other  lawful  entry  take,  according  to  law/' 

42.  *^  And  also  it  is  ordained,  &c.  that  all  such  persons  as  be 
covert  de  baron,  not  party  to  the  fine,  and  every  person  being 
within  the  age  of  twenty  one  years,  in  prison,  or  out  of  this  land, 
or  not  of  whole  mind,  at  the  times  of  the  said  fines  levied  and 
engrossed,  and  by  this  said  act  afore  except,  having  any  right  or 
title  or  cause  of  action  to  any  of  the  said  lands  and  other  here- 
ditaments, that  they  or  their  heirs,  inheritable  to  the  same,  take 
their  said  actions  or  lawful  entry,  according  to  their  right  and 
title,  within  five  years  next  after  that  they  come  and  be  of  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  out  of  prison,  uncovert,  within  this  land, 
and  of  whole  mind,  and  the  same  actions  sue,  or  their  lawful 
entry  take  and  pursue  according  to  the  law ;  and  if  they  do  not 
take  their  actions  and  entry  as  is  aforesaid,  that  they  and  every 
of  them,  and  their  heirs,  and  the  heirs  of  every  of  them,  be  con- 
cluided  by  the  said  fines  for  ever,  in  like  form  as  they  be  that  be 
parties  or  privies  to  the  said  fines." 

43.  In  consequence  of  these  two  clauses,  all  those  who  laboured 
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under  any  of  the  disabilities  therein  specified,  either  at  the  time 
when  a  £ne  was  levied,  or  when  a  right  to  lands,  whereof  a  fine 
had  been  levied,  first  accrued  to  them,  were  allowed  five  years 
from  the  removal  of  their  disabilities  to  make  their  claim,  (a) 

44.  Although  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  allows  infants  five  years  Plowd.  366. 
after  they  have  attained  their  full  age  to  make  their  claim ;  yet 

an  infant  may,  if  he  pleases,  make  his  claim  before  he  attains 
his  full  age. 

45.  In  the  case  of  Stowell  v.  Zouche,  Brown  and  Saunders  Plowd.  366. 
said,  that  if  an  infant  be  in  his  mother's  womb  when  a  fine  is 

levied,  such  infant  will  be  allowed  five  years  from  the  time  he 
attains  his  age  of  twenty-one  years  to  make  his  claim ;  for  though 
he  is  not  comprehended  within  the  letter  of  the  act,  which  only 
mentions  infants  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years«  and  there- 
fore does  not  extend  to  those  who  are  unborn,  yet  they  are 
within  the  intention  of  the  act,  and  will  be  aided  by  the  ex- 
ception. 

46.  It  was  agreed  by  the  counsel  in  the  same  case,  that  if  a  Piowd.  375. 
person  labours  under  several  disabilities  at  the  same  time,  as  if  a  2  Atk.'^eH.  * 
woman  is  covert^  under  age,  of  insane  mind,  and  in  prison,  at  the 

time  when  a  fine  is  levied,  or  when  a  right  to  lands,  whereof  a 
fine  has  been  levied,  accrues  to  her,  and  one  or  more  of  those 
disabilities  are  removed,  still  the  five  years  given  by  the  statute 
will  not  commence,  till  after  all  her  disabilities  are  entirely  re- 
moved. 

47.  It  is  stated  by  Plowden,  in  his  report  of  the  same  case,  Plowd.  366. 
that  it  was  affirmed  by  many  of  the  Judges,  and  denied  by  none 

of  them,  that  he  heard,  that  although  the  persons  comprised  in 
the  exception  were  not  under  such  defects  or  impediments  at  the 
time  of  the  fine  levied,  but  became  so  against  their  will  after  the 
fine  levied,  and  before  the  last  proclamation,  and  were  in  such 
degree  at  the  time  of  the  last  proclamation,  they  should  not  be 
bound  to  five  years  next  after  the  last  proclamation,  but  should 
hare  five  years  next  after  their  impediments  removed. 

48.  It  was  also  said  in  the  same  case  by  Brown  and  Saunders,  idem. 
that  if  a  stranger  to  a  fine,  who  is  of  sound  mind,  becomes  non 
sane,  or  is  imprisoned,  the  third  year  after  the  proclamations 
made,  and  so  continues  till  the  five  years  are  expired,  and  after- 

(a)  [See  also  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  ss.  16, 11, 18.] 
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wwdi  toooittM  of  KNUid  mind,  or  iib  Ml  of  prisoiii  be  diaU  aolbe 
ooDcludod  by  the  fine :  fdr  lachee  in  pfOBecatitig  bis  rigbt  caimot 
be  impnted  to  him  who  wants  liberty  or  memory ;  and  therefore 
such  peraon  ia  not  ^ompnehanded  in  the  intent  of  the  statote. 
Bnt  in  this  oaae^  if  a  atranger  to  the  fine,  in  the  third  year,  liad 
gone  beyond  aea,  or  had  taken  a  huibaad,  and  eo  bad  coDtiouedj 
tiU  the  five  yeara  were  paned,  there  he  afaoitld  be  bonnd ;  for  the 
going  beyond  sea,  or  taking  husband,  are  voluntary  acts;  bat 

Plo«il»87€*      insanity  or  imprisonment  are  involuntary.     In  a  aabseqaent 

page  it  i%  however,  said,  that  if  the  persons  whose  impedtmeati 
are  once  removed,  within  a  month  after,  fsdl  into  any  impedi- 
ments again,  and  eonttnue  bo  all  the  five  years ;  the  five  yeitB 
before  eommenoed  shall  prooeed,  and  nonclaim  within  the  nme 
five  years  shall  bind  the  party  and  his  heirs. 

^  ^,M^:         ^^*  I^  h^  been  settled  in  the  following:  modem  case,  in  ooa- 

c.  27  1. 18.       formity  to  the  opmion  of  Piowden,  that  when  onoe  the  five  yean» 

allowed  to  persons  labouring  under  disabilities  to  avoid  a  fine, 
begin,  the  time  continues  to  ran,  notwithstanding  any  subieqneot 
disability. 

Doe  V.  Jones,         50,  In  a  special  verdict  it  was  found,  that  in  Trinity  tenn, 

1776,  a  fine  was  levied  of  the  premises  in  question,  and  the  hit 
proclamation  was  made  in  Easter  term,  1776.  That  theleisR 
of  the  plaintiff,  when  the  fine  was  levied  and  proclaimed,  wasifi 
infant ;  but  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  in  February,  17M. 
That  he  was  then  at  large  in  England,  and  continued  so  to  be  till 
the  following  December,  when  he  was  imprisoned  for  debt,  vA 
detained  in  prison  continually  till  September,  1789,  when  bi 
made  an  actual  entry  on  the  lands. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  vtt 
barred  by  his  nonclaim,  during  the  five  years  which  dapaed  ia- 
mediatdy  after  he  attained  his  full  age.  It  was  contended  oa 
his  behalf,  that  no  express  adjudication  had  ever  been  made^ 
this  point,  and  therefore  the  Court  was  at  liberty  to  pat  aacb  t 
construction  on  the  statute,  as  would  best  answer  the  intentiQB 
of  the  legishiture ;  and  consider  whether,  after  the  first  disabiiity 
was  removed,  a  second  disability  arising  should  atop  the  progn* 
of  the  fine  during  its  continuance ;  in  other  words,  whether  the 
legislature  did  not  intend  that  the  parties  included  in  the  exoep" 
tion  should  have  five  years,  clear  from  every  disability  there  men- 
tioned, to  prosecute  their  claim.    That  this  question  was  touched 
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•ponia  StoweUo.  Zooche ;  but  as  there  were  oontmlictory  dicta 
there  1>y  the  Judges,  the  question  still  remained  undecided.  In 
introdvciag  these  exceptions,  the  legislatvre  certainly  intended 
that  the  {Mtrties  kbouring  under  the  disahilities  mentioned, 
dioold  have  the  full  benefit  of  the  indulgence  gi^en  ihem. 
Erery  reason  which  operated  for  the  exception  in  the  first  in- 
stanee,  was  equally  urgent  as  to  any  subsequent  disability.  The 
act  was  intended  to  allow  all  such  persons  five  years,  clear  ftmn 
any  of  the  disabilities  mentioned ;  the  words  implied  as  much ; 
and  as  the  act  was  restrictive  of  the  right  which  such  penons 
had  before,  it  ought  to  be  construed  literally  and  aftrictly. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendant  it  was  argued,  that  the  exception 
operated  only  on  condition  that  the  party  prosecuted  his  right 
within  five  years  afker  the  disability  was  removed ;  here  the  dis^ 
ability  of  infancy  was  removed  in  February,  1784,  and  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintifir  made  no  entry  to  avoid  the  fine  till  September, 
1789.  The  five  years  began  die  instant  he  was  of  age,  and  con- 
tinued  to  run  notwithstanding  the  subsequent  imprisonment. 
That  when  the  disability  was  removed,  the  time  began  and  con- 
tinued to  run,  was  clear  from  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the 
Judges  in  Stowdl  v.  Zouche« 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  he  never  heard  it  doubted,  till  the  discus^ 
aion  of  this  case,  whether,  when  any  of  the  statutes  of  Umifta- 
tions  had  begun  to  run,  a  subsequent  disability  would  stop  their 
running.  If  the  disability  would  have  such  an  operation  on  the 
construction  of  one  of  those  statutes,  it  would  also  on  the  others. 
He  was  very  cleariy  of  opinion,  on  the  words  of  the  statute  of 
Fines,  on  the  uniform  construction  of  all  the  statutes  of  Limita- 
iionsy  down  to  that  moment,  and  on  the  generally-received  opi 
nion  of  the  profession  on  the  subject,  that  this  question  ought 
not  to  be  disturbed.  It  would  be  mischievous  to  refine  and  to 
make  nice  distinctions  between  the  cases  of  voluntary  and  invo- 
luntary disabilities ;  but  in  both  cases,  when  the  disability  was 
once  removed,  the  time  begins  to  run. 

Mr*  Justice  Ashurst  and  Mr.  Justice  Grose  concurred,  and 
judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant. 

61.  The  privileges  of  infancy,  coverture,  &c  were  only  given 
to  those  to  whom  a  right  first  accrued,  and  in  whom  it  first 
attached ;  for  if  a  person  to  whom  a  right  first  accrued,  and  who 
not  under  any  disability,  died  before  the  expiration  of  the 
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five  years  allowed  him  by  the  statute  to  make  his  claim,  and  such 

right  descended  upon  his  sou  or  heir  at  law,  who  was  then  under 

age,  or  labouring  under  any  of  the  other  disabilities  mentioned 

in  the  statute,  still  such  son  or  heir  must  make  his  claim  before 

the  five  years  were  expired,  which  commenced  in  the  lifetime  of 

his  ancestor,  otherwise  he  would  be  for  ever  barred;  because  the 

right  did  not  first  accrue  to  him,  but  to  a  person  who  was  not 

under  any  disability. 

Stowdl  V.  62.  John  Stowell  beino:  seised  in  fee,  was  disseised  by  John 

Piowd/355.       Zouche,  who  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations.    Three  years  after 

Ca!e'  74!°*'  ^'    *^®  ^^^  ^^  levied  John  Stowell  died,  without  having  made  any 

entry  or  claim  to  avoid  the  fine,  leaving  his  grandson  and  heir  at 
law,  Thomas  Stowell,  the  demandant,  an  infant  of  the  age  of 
six  years,  who  made  no  claim  during  his  minority,  but  entered  on 
the  lands  within  one  year  after  he  had  attained  his  full  age.  It 
was  determined  by  a  great  majority  of  all  the  Judges  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber,  after  many  solemn  arguments,  I. -That 
Thomas  Stowell  being  a  stranger  to  the  fine  veas  clearly  baned 
by  the  body  of  the  act,  unless  he  would  take  advantage  oi  the 
exception  in  favour  of  infants,  8cc. ;  and  that  he  was  not  witliin 
the  exception,  because  it  only  extends  to  such  infants,  &c«  to 
whom  a  right  accrues  at  the  time  when  a  fine  is  levied :  whereas, 
in  the  present  case,  no  right  accrued  to  Thomas  Stowell  at  the 
time  when  the  fine  was  levied,  his  grandfather  being  then  living. 

II.  That  Thomas  Stowell  was  originally  within  the  first  saving 
of  the  statute,  as  heir  to  his  grandfather,  to  whom  the  right  first 
accrued,  being  included  in  the  words,  ''  saving  to  every  persoa 
and  persons  and  to  their  heirs;''  but  not  having  pursued  his 
remedy  within  the  time  prescribed,  he  could  not  now  take  any 
advantage  of  the  first  saving :  and  with  respect  to  his  infancy 
at  the  time  of  his  grandfather's  death,  it  could  be  of  no  service 
to  him,  because  the  statute  only  gives  the  privilege  of  infancy  to 
those  to  whom  a  right  first  accrues;  but  where  a  right  first 
accrues  to  a  stranger  who  is  of  full  age,  and  the  five  years  begin 
to  run,  if  such  stranger  dies  before  the  expiration  of  the  five 
years,  leaving  his  heir  under  age,  the  heir  can  have  no  privilege 
of  infancy,  but  must  make  his  claim  before  the  expiration  of  the 
five  years  which  began  to  run  in  the  time  of  his  ancestor. 

III.  That  Thomas  Stowell  was  not  within  the  second  saving, 
which  preserves  to  all  other  persons  such  right,  title,  &c.as  sliadi 
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first  grow,  remain,  or  desceDd  to  them  after  the  said  fine  engrossed,  -| 

for  several  reasons :  I.  Because  in  consequence  of  the  words  < 

other  persons,  this  saving  only  extends  to  those  who  are  not  com- 
prised in  the  first;  and  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  act  to  aid 
those  persons  in  the  second  saving,  who  are  comprehended  in  the 
first.  II.  The  words,  first  grow,  remain,  or  descend,  only  extend 
to  the  person  in  whom  the  right  first  attaches  after  a  fine  is 
levied ;  whereas  no  new  right  accrued  to  Thomas  Stowell  after 
the  fine  was  levied,  his  only  title  being  as  heir  to  his  grandfather, 
in  whom  the  right  attached  when  the  fine  was  levied. 

63.  Where  a  person  to  whom  a  right  accrued  to  lands,  of  Case  of  persons 

^  dying  under 

which  a  fine  had  been  levied,  laboured  under  any  of  the  dis-  their  disabilities. 

abilities  specified  and  excepted  in  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  and  died 

before  his  disabilities  were  removed ;  it  was  formerly  a  doubtful 

point  whether  the  heir  of  such  a  person  was  obliged  to  make  his 

claim  within  five  years  after  the  death  of  his  ancestor,  or  was 

allowed  an  indefinite  period  of  time  for  that  purpose. 

54.  This  doubt  arose  from  a  difference  of  opinion  between  2  Inst.  519. 

Cm   THt  210 

Lord  Coke  and  Anderson.     Lord  Coke,  in  his  report  of  the  case  i  Leoo.sn.  ' 

of  Sunie  y.  Howes,  states,  that  Thomas  Cotton  being  tenant  in    "^'  ^^  * 

tail  of  a  moiety  of  certain  lands,  and  tenant  for  life  of  the  other 

moiety,  with  remainder  to  William  Cotton  his  eldest  son  in  tail, 

William  Cotton  went  to  Antwerp,  Thomas  Cotton  levied  a  fine 

with  proclamations  of  all  the  lands,  and  William  Cotton  died 

soon  after  at  Antwerp,  without  having  ever  returned  to  England, 

leaving  a  son  named  William  under  age,  who  entered  on  the 

lands. 

It  was  adjudged,  that  as  to  the  moiety  whereof  Thomas  Cotton 
was  tenant  in  tail,  William  the  son  of  William  was  barred  by 
the  statute  4^  Hen.  7. ;  but  as  to  the  other  moiety,  whereof 
Thomas  Cotton  was  only  tenant  for  life,  the  entry  of  William 
the  grandson  was  lawful,  and  avoided  the  fine;  for  though 
William  the  son  could  not  take  advantage  of  the  clause  which 
saved  the  right  of  those  who  were  beyond  sea,  provided  they  made 
their  claim  within  five  years  after  their  return,  because  William 
the  father  never  did  I'etum ;  yet  as  persons  who  were  out  of  the 
realm  at  the  time  when  a  fine  was  levied,  having  a  present  right, 
were  excepted  out  of  the  body  of  the  act,  which  made  the  bar ; 
therefore,  where  a  person  was  beyond  sea  at  the  time  when  a  fine 
was  levied,  and  never  returned,  he  was  within  the  exception 

VOL.   v.  p 
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made  in  the  body  of  the  act,  and  bis  heirs  might  make  their 
claim  at  any  distance  of  time. 

That  it  was  the  same  where  an  infant,  not  bebg  a  party  to  a 
iSne,  and  having  a  present  right,  died  during  his  infaDcy,  his 
heirs  might  make  their  claim  at  any  distance  of  time.  That  die 
same  doctrine  took  place  with  respect  to  a  man  non  confoSf  who 
died  in  that  situation ;  or  a  man  in  prison,  who  died  before  he  had 
recovered  his  liberty ;  or  a  married  woman,  who  died  in  the  life- 
time of  her  husband:  for  all  these  were  within  the  reason 
adjudged,  of  a  person  who  was  out  of  the  realm  and  never 
returned* 

4  R«p.  126  b.        The  same  doctrine  appears  to  have  been  laid  down  by  liKi 

Coke,  in  hie  report  of  Beverly's  case. 

J  Leon.  211.  55.  j^  Leonard's  report  of  Cotton's  case  it  is  said,  Uie  Court 

held,  that  as  to  the  moiety  whereof  Thomas  Cotton  was  tenant 
for  life,  the  fine  was  no  bar ;  but  that  William  the  grandson 
might  enter  at  any  time  within  five  years  after  he  attained  hw 
full  age ;  for  William  his  fiLther  was  not  bound  by  the  statote 
4  Hen.  7.,  because  he  was  beyond  sea  at  the  time  when  the  fine 
was  levied,  and  never  returned;  but  that  by  the  equity  of  the 
statute,  his  issue  should  be  allowed  five  years  to  make  his  claim, 
from  the  time  he  attained  his  full  age.  And  Anderson,  Chief 
Justice,  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  although  William  the 
fether  died  beyond  sea,  yet  if  his  son  did  not  make  his  clum 
within  five  years  after  the  death  of  his  father,  being  of  fall  age 
and  without  impediment,  he  should  be  for  ever  barred. 

66.  The  doctrine  here  laid  down  by  Lord  Anderson  hasheen 
confirmed  by  the  following  determination. 

UmL^/  ^7.  William  Nanton  died  seised  in  fee  simple  of  the  lands  in 

«"•  ii^^'       question,  in  1768,  leaving  Mary  Dillon,  mother  of  the  plaintiff, 

Rep.  564.  1  •     t    •  1  o  ./ 

his  heir  at  law ;  upon  the  death  of  William  Nanton,  one  Lemao 
entered  into  the  said  lands,  and  became  tortiously  seised  tfaeieof ; 
wd  being  so  seised,  in  Hilary  term,  1766,  levied  a  fine  sur  of 
tdzance  de  droit  came  ceo,  Sfc.  of  the  said  lands,  wherenpon 
proclamations  were  duly  had;  the  said  Mary  Dillon  being 
uiider  coverture  at  the  time  of  levying  such  fine.  On  the  20tb 
February  1766,  the  said  Mary  Dillon  died  under  covertaWt 
leavving  the  plainti£P,  then  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  of 
sound  mind,  out  of  prison,  and  within  this  realm,  her  son  ana 
heir.    No  entry  or  claim  was  made  on  or  to  the  said  lands  by  or 
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OQ  behalf  of  the  said  Mary  Dillon  in  her  lifetime,  nor  at  any 
time  after,  by  her  husband,  nor  by  the  plaintiff,  until  the  year 
1787,  when  the  plaintiff  made  an  entry  to  avoid  the  said  fine  : 
and  the  question  was,  whether,  on  the  above  case,  the  plaintiff 
was  barred  by  the  said  fine  from  recovering  the  said  lands. 

This  case  having  been  sent  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  for  the  opinion  of  that  Court,  and 
having  been  twice  argued  there,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre  de- 
clared shortly  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  ''  that  the  exception  in 
the  first  branch  of  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.,  and  the  proviso  at  the 
end  of  it,  were  to  be  taken  together ;  that  being  so  taken,  they 
did  not  amount  so  much  to  an  exception  as  a  saving,  the  true 
meaning  of  which  was,  that  the  rights  of  those  persons  who 
were  under  disabilities,  and  of  their  heirs,  were  saved  as  long  as 
the  disabilities  continued,  and  five  years  after,  but  no  longer ; 
therefore,  that  the  heir,  not  being  himself  disabled,  was  barred, 
unless  he  pursued  his  right  within  the  five  years  after  it  accrued 
by  the  death  of  his  ancestor,  dying  under  a  disability ;  and  con- 
sequently that  the  plaintiff,  in  this  case,  was  prevented  by  the 
fine  from  recovering  the  lands  in  question."  And  to  this  effect 
was  the  certificate  sent  to  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
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CHAP.  XII. 

Some  other  effects  of  a  Fine. 


Sect.    1.  Sometimea  operated  as  a  Re- 
leoie  or  Grant, 
4.  SoMetme$asaC<mflmuUioH, 
0.  Wa»  am  Estoppel  on  Record. 
10.  Let   in  the  Reversion^  and 
made  ii  liable  to  Ituum- 
brances. 
IS.  Devested    Remainders    and 
Reversions  expectant  on 
Estates  for  Life. 


Srct.  17.  DiMonHmted  oMEstaUTal, 
and  Devested  the  Remm- 
ders  and  Rtversumt. 
27.  Was  a  Revocation  •/  sDe- 
vise. 


28.  CreaUd  a  Foifeitve  » i 

Cases. 
S8.  A  Fine  swr  Done,  Grot,  ni 

Render  f  gave  auw^ 

tote. 
89.  And  aUered  the  Deseest^ 


Sometimes 
operated  as  a 
release  or 
grant. 


Tit.  18.  c.  2. 


1  Inst  200  h. 
s.  1. 


Section  I. 

The  effect  and  operation  of  a  fine  frequently  depended  on  the 
particular  situation  of  the  cognizor  or  cognizee,  respecting  the 
property  of  which  it  was  levied.  Thus,  if  one  joint  tenant  levied  a 
fine  to  his  companion,  it  would  operate  by  way  of  release.  In  tbe 
case  of  Eustace  t;.  Scawen,  the  Court  held  that  the  fine  shoold 
enure  by  way  of  release. 

2.  But  if  one  coparcener  in  tail  levied  a  fine  to  another  5vr 
cognizance  de  droit,  8^c.  it  did  not  enure  by  way  of  release,  but 
by  way  of  grant ;  and  it  was  a  discontinuance  and  alteratioa  oi 
the  estate,  without  execution ;  because  one  coparcener  mxj  en- 
feoff another,  and  a  fine  had  the  same  effect,  in  this  case,  as  & 
feoffment. 

3.  Although  a  fine  might  be  void  as  to  strangers,  on  accoant 
of  the  want  of  a  freehold  estate  in  one  or  other  of  the  parlies, 
yet  it  might  operate  as  a  grant  of  an  estate  in  remainder  or  re- 
version by  the  cognizor  to  the  cognizee. 

Sometimes  as         4-  A  fine  might  also  operate  as  a  confirmation  of  a  fonoer 
L~™$I7!i'!r*    ^s^te-  which  was  before  defeasible.    Thus,  if  a  tenant  in  tail 

oeyroors  case^  ' 

Infra.  bargained  and  sold  his  estate  tail  in  fee,  and  then  levied  a  fine 


Rowe  V.  Power, 
Infra,  c.  14. 
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to  the  bargainee^  the  fine  would  operate  as  a  coDfirmation  of  the 
estate  which  passed  by  the  bargain  and  sale.  So  if  a  tenant  in 
tail  executed  a  lease  not  warranted  by  the  statute  32  Hen.  8.  c.  J^^*- ^,«"» 
28.,  made  a  mortgage^  confessed  a  judgment,  or  encumbered  his  473. 
estate  in  any  other  manner,  and  afterwards  levied  a  fine,  it  would 
operate  as  a  confirmation  of  all  his  prior  charges  and  incum- 
brances. 

5.  In  the  same  manner,  where  a  tenant  for  life,  and  the  re-  Holbeach  v. 
mainder-man  in  tail,  joined  in  granting  a  rent-charge  in  fee  out  winch,  102. 
of  the  land,  and  afterwards  concurred  in  levying  a  fine  to  an- 
other person ;  the  rent  which  was  before  determinable,  would  be 
confirmed  by  the  fine. 

6.  A  fine  being  a  judgment  obtained  by  consent,  in  a  fictitious  Was  an  estoppel 
suit,  and  recorded  in  a  court  of  justice,  all  those  who  were  parties 

to  it,  and  their  heirs,  were  for  ever  concluded  from  averring  or  PSV^,''*  ?'!;'*• 

'  *^  1  M'Cle.oc  Yo. 

proving  any  thing  against  it ;  and  therefore  it  operated,  as  to  68. 
them,  as  an  estoppel  on  record.    Thus,  although  a  fine  levied  by  iq  b.'&  Cr. 
persons  who  had  no  estate  of  freehold  in  the  lands,  was  void  as  }^^i^^  j^^ 
to  strangers,  yet  it  would  operate  as  an  estoppel  against  all  the 
parties  to  it     So  if  two  persons  were  seised  in  fee,  and  a  stranger 
levied  a  fine  to  them,  and  to  the  heirs  of  one  of  them,  the  other 
would  be  thereby  estopped  from  claiming  any  thing  more  than 
an  estate  for  life  in  the  lands. 

7.  Husband  and  wife  scranted  an  estate  to  trustees,  of  which  Helps  «•  Here- 

.  .  fold,  2  Barn.  & 

the  wife's  father  was  seised  in  fee  simple.  Afterwards,  in  the  Aid.  242. 
life  of  the  father,  the  husband  and  wife  levied  a  fine  of  the  lands 
to  the  uses  of  the  settlement.  The  father  died,  leaving  the  wife 
one  of  his  coheiresses.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench  certified  to 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  the  lands  became  subject  to  and  bound 
by  the  uses  of  the  settlement ;  which  could  only  be  upon  the 
principle  that  the  fine  operated  by  way  of  estoppel  against  the 
husband  and  wife,  and  all  persons  claiming  title  under  them. 

8.  Estates  in  remainder,  whether  vested  or  contingent,  and  Wealeti. 

Lower, 

also  estates  in  reversion,  may  be  transferred  indirectly  by  reason  Tit.  16.  c  a. 
of  the  estoppel,  which  will  bind  those  interests  when  they 
accrue. 

9*  [In  Doe  v.  Oliver,  the  testator  devised  a  freehold  estate  to  lO  B.  &  Cres. 

181. 

his  wife  Christian  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  all  the 
children  of  his  brother,  who  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  his 
wife's  decease.    Only  one  of  his  brother's  children  survived  the 
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testator's  widow,  namely,  Ann  Mary,  who  married  Stephenaoa. 
In  the  lifetime  of  the  testator^s  widow,  Stephenson  and  bis  wife 
granted  an  annual  rent-chai^ge  of  100/.,  issuing  out  of  thedeviaed 
estate  to  Waldron  during  the  lives  of  Stephenson  and  his  wife^ 
and  demised  the  estate  to  Chandless  a  trustee  for  Waldron  for 
ninety-nine  years,  from  the  decease  of  the  testator's  widow  for 
securing  the  rent-charge.  The  deed  declared  that  a  fine  levied 
of  the  devised  estate,  as  of  the  preceding  Hilary  Term,  should 
enure  to  the  uses,  &c.  of  the  d^ed  for  confirming  the  rent-charge 
and  the  tenn.  After  the  death  of  the  testator's  widow,  the  rent- 
charge  being  in  arrear,  an  ejectment  was  brought  by  the  assignees 
of  the  executors  of  Chandless,  and  the  question  was  whether  the 
estate  of  Ann  Mary  Stephenson  und^r  the  will  was  contingent, 
and  if  bo,  whether  the  fine  worked  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate,  or 
whether  the  fine  operated  by  estoppel  only  during  the  life  of  the 
testator's  widow^  and  after  her  death,  when  the  contingency 
happened,  operated  on  the  estate  which  then  became  vested  in 
Mrs.  Stephenson.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench  decided  that  the 
fine  by  Stephenson  and  his  wife,  bound  them  by  estoppel  so 
*-  long  as  the  contingency  lasted,  but  that  when  it  happened,  the 
estate,  which  then  devolved  upon  Mrs.  Stevenson  fed  the  esti^ 
pel ;  that  the  estate  created  by  the  fine  by  way  of  estoppel  ceased 
to  be  an  estate  by  estoppel  only,  and  became  an  interest,  and 
gave  Chandless  and  those  having  right  under  him,  exactly  what 
he  would  have  had,  had  the  contingency  happened  befoce  the 
fine  was  levied.] 
Let  in  the  10.  The  operation  of  a  fine  levied  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  who  had 

revenioDf  and        .      .  . 

made  it  liable  to  the  immediate  reversion  in  fee  in  himself,  has  been  already  stated. 
AntlTc^Q.^^  In  such  a  case  the  reversion  became  liable  to  the  incumbrances 
l',.^'       0*7      ^^  ^^^  those  who  were  entitled  to  it ;  so  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail, 

lit*   17a    Sa   o7a 

with  the  immediate  reversion  in  fee  in  himself,  made  a  lease, 
acknowledged  a  judgment,  or  incumbered  his  estate  in  any  other 
manner,  and  afterwards  levied  a  fine,  it  would  let  in  the  rever- 
sion, and  make  it  liable  to  all  those  incumbrances. 
K  vna&ton  v.  1 1 .  In  the  Same  manner,  where  a  person  was  tenant  for  life, 

r^farlrA    T*il     1*7 

remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with  the  reversion  in 
fee  in  himself,  and  became  indebted  by  bond,  or  incumbered  the 
estate  in  any  other  manner ;  if,  after  the  death  of  such  a  tenant 
for  life,  his  son  levied  a  fine,  it  would  let  in  the  reversion  in  fee, 
and  make  it  liable  to  his  father's  incumbrances. 
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12.  Where  a  fine  was  levied  by  a  tenant  for  life,  its  operation  Devested  re- 

,  J     1        "L      maindew  and 

was  to  devest  and  displace  tbe  estates  in  remainder,  and  also  the  reversions  ex- 
reversion.    Thus,  if  A.  were  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  in  J^totesVoHife. 
tail,  revermon  to  C.  in  fee ;  B.  and  C.  had  immediate  fixed  and  ^  ^°'^'  o^i  ?* 
vested  rights  of  enjoyment ;  that  is,  estates  in  priMenti,  thoagh  Haid.R.40ii2. 
only  to  take  efkct  in  possession  and  pernancy  of  profits,  in  fu- 
turo.    Now,  if  A»  levied  a  fine  of  his  life  estate,  it  would  devest 
thatTight<of  future  enjoyment,  leaving  only  in  B.  and  C.  a  right 
of  entiy,  which  they  must  have  exercised,  when  their  right  of 
possession  accrued,  in  order  to  revest  themselves  in  their  former 
estates, 

13.  One  of  the  questions  in  the  case  of  Ooodrightt?.  Forrester  ^^^*  c.  ii. 
was,  whether  the  fine  levied  by  Philip  Browne  devested  tbe 

estate  of  Thomas  Burton  the  reversioner? 

Lord  EUenborough  delivered  the  judgment  of  tbe  Court.  He 
said,  they  were  all  of  opinion  that  the  fine  devested  the  estate  of 
Thomas  Burton ;  and  that  the  answer  of  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams, 
viz.  ''That  a  remainder-man  was  not  bound,  since  the  stat. 
4  Hen.  7.  to  look  to  his  estate,  till  the  determination  of  the  pre- 
ceding estates,"  was  not  satisfactory  ;  for  though  that  statute 
prevented  the  laohes  of  antecedent  remainder^men  from  preju- 
dicing those  who  followed,  as  it  did  b^re  the  statute  of  non- 
claim,  34  Edw.  3.  yet  it  had  not  preserved  the  right  of  the  sub-  Ante,  c.  a. 
sequent  remainder-men,  by  at  all  altering  the  immediate  efi*ect 
of  tbe  fine  upon  tbe  remainders;  but  by  giving  all  the  remainder- 
men rights  of  entry,  within  five  years  after  their  respective  titles 
should  accrae,  and  thereby  preventing  their  rights  from  depend- 
ing on  the  conduct  of  the  person  whose  right  of  entry  accrued 
immediately  on  the  forfeiture.  And  their  opinion  was,  that  the 
effect  of  Philip  Browne's  fine  was  to  devest  the  estate  in  rever- 
sion of  Thomas  Burton,  leaving  in  him  only  such  right  of  entry 
as  the  forfeiture  incurred  by  reason  of  the  fine  authorised  him 
then  to  exercise  ;  and  if  that  should  not  be  thereupon  presently 
exercised  by  him,  leaving  in  him  a  future  right  of  entry,  to  be 
exercised  within  five  years  after  the  determination  of  the  estates 
for  life,  and  of  the  remainder  of  the  term  of  forty  years. 

14.  It  was  resolved  in  Margaret  Podger's  case,  that  if  a  tenant  9  Rep.  106  b. 
for  life  accepted  a  fine  from  a  stranger,  it  did  not  devest  the  es- 
tate of  him  in  reversion  or  remainder. 

15.  It  was  also  held  in  a  modem  case^  that  where  a  tenant  for 
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life  levied  a  fine,  and  af);erwards  devised  the  premises,  and  died 
seised,  the  entry  and  continuing  possession  of  the  devisee,  was 
no  disseisin  of  the  reversioner. 
Thom^  ^'  ^^-  Anne  Evans  being  tenant  for  life  of  the  [Nremises  in  ques- 

12  Easu  141.  tion,  levied  a  fine  thereof  in  1792,  and  died  in  1808,  having  pre- 
viously made  her  will,  by  which  she  devised  them  to  the  defend- 
ant Thomas,  who  upon  her  death  took  possession  of  the  same, 
under  the  will,  and  so  continued  in  possession  till  the  time  of  brin^ 
ing  the  action. 

It  was  contended,  in  bar  to  the  ejectment,  that  the  fine  was  a 
forfeiture  of  the  estate  for  life,  and  that  the  entry  and  possession 
of  the  devisee  amounted  to  a  disseisin,  otherwise  there  could  be 
no  disseisin  committed  in  the  present  times. 

Lord  Ellenborough  said,  that  no  act  had  been  done  by  the  de- 
fendant to  make  a  disseisin.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintifi*  never 
was  in  possession,  and  therefore  could  not  be  disseised  or  put  out 
of  possession.  It  did  not  even  appear  that  the  defendant  was 
cognizant  of  the  claim  of  the  lessor.  Disseisin  was  formerly  a 
notorious  act,  when  the  disseisor  put  himself  in  the  place  of  the 
disseisee,  as  tenant  of  the  freehold,  and  performed  the  acts  of 
the  freeholder,  and  appeared  in  that  character  in  the  lord's  court 
But  no  act  of  notoriety  was  stated  to  have  been  done  by  the  de- 
fendant, as  claiming  to  put  himself  in  the  place  of  the  rightful 
freeholder.  It  would  be  carrying  the  doctrine  of  disseisin  further 
than  any  other  case  had  done,  to  say  that  the  mere  taking  of  the 
rents  and  profits,  as  devisee  of  the  land,  was  a  disseisin,  without 
meaning  to  do  this  adversely  to  the  party  entitled;  for  it  did 
not  even  appear  that  when  he  entered  he  knew  of  the  lessor's 
claims. 
Judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff. 

a^lSllir       ^''-  ^^  •^^^  ^^^^  ^*^^  ^^  '^^^  2.  c.  2.,  that  an  estate  tail  [pre- 
devwted  the       viously  to  the  recent  statutes  3  &  4  Will.  4.  cc.  27.  74.]  might 

remaiodera  and  ... 

jrevenion.  have  been  discontinued ;  and  the  nature  and  effects  of  a  discoa- 

tinuance  have  been  also  explained,  Tit.  29.  c.  1.  Now  a  fine  was 
one  of  those  assurances  by  which  an  estate  tail  might  be  discon- 
tinued, and  the  estates  in  remainder  as  also  the  reversion  de- 
vested and  turned  to  a  right ;  so  that  the  remainder-man  or 
reversioner  was  barred  of  his  entry,  and  had  only  a  right  of 
action  left.  For  though  the  statute  De  donis  says,  et  sijinis  super 
hiffusmodi  tenemefUum  in  posterum  levetur,  ipso  jure  sii  mdlusi 
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yet  these  words  were  only  held  to  extend  to  the  right  of  the  issue 
in  tail,  and  not  to  their  possession. 

18.  An  estate  tail  was  not  discontinued  unless  the  remainder  Tit  2.  c.  2. 
or  reversion  were  discontinued  ;  and  therefore  if  the  reversion  or  i  c.  &  Jerv.' 
remainder  were  in  the  Crown^  the  tenant  in  tail  could  not  by  fine  ^'^^' 
discontinue  his  estate. 

19.  A  fine  might  either  operate  as  a  discontinuance  in  fee^  or 
only  for  a  particular  period,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  estate 
from  the  creation  of  which  the  discontinuance  arose. 

20.  A  tenant  in  tail  levied  a  fine,  to  the  use  of  I.  S.  for  the  Hunt  v.  Bum, 
life  of  I.  S.  with  warranty ;  he  afterwards  levied  a  fine  to  the  use 

of  himself  and  his  heirs,  with  warranty ;  and  after  that,  bargained 
and  sold  to  another  and  his  heirs. 

It  was  held  by  Lord  Holt  and  Justice  Powell, — 

I.  That  the  first  fine  made  a  discontinuance ;  but  it  was  only 
a  discontinuance  for  the  life  of  I.  S.,  because  the  wrongful  estate 
that  caused  the  discontinuance  was  only  an  estate  for  his  life, 
and  the  discontinuance  could  remain  no  longer  than  that  es- 
tate. 

II.  That  the  second  fine  could  not  enlarge  the  discontinuance, 
because  the  estate  raised  by  the  fine  returned  back  to  the  cog- 
nizor,  and  consequently  the  warranty  which  was  annexed  to  it 
was  extinguished ;  and  it  would  be  a  vain  thing  to  make  a  dis- 
continuance for  the  sake  of  that  warranty,  which  was  destroyed 
in  its  creation* 

III.  That  supposing  the  second  fine  had  been  levied  to  R.  S. 
a  stranger,  yet  during  the  life  of  the  first  cognizee,  this  second 
fine  made  no  disc9ntinuance ;  because  the  estate  was  turned  to 
a  right  by  the  first  fine,  and  the  second  fine  could  not  turn  it 
more  to  a  right ;  so  as  it  was  not  a  present  or  an  immediate  dis- 
<x>ntinuance :  but  if  the  first  cognizee  died  in  the  life  of  the  te- 
nant in  tail,  then  it  would  become  a  discontinuance ;  for  the  new 
reversion  which  the  tenant  in  tail  gained,  and  to  which  the  war- 
ranty was  annexed,  was  executed  in  possession  in  R.  S.,  and 
there  was  no  right  of  entry  or  action  in  any  body  when  the  estate 
was  executed ;  for  the  tenant  in  tail  could  not  enter,  and  the 
issue  had  no  right  And  they  compared  it  to  Littleton,  s.  620, 
623. 

21.  Where  the  original  conveyance  of  an  estate  tail  was  not 
by  fine,  but  it  was  only  levied  as  a  confirmation  of  some  prior 
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coBveyanoe,  it  would  not  in  that  case  operate  as  a  diaoontiM' 

ance  of  the  estate  tail,  or  take  away  the  entry  of  the 

man. 


Seymor'i  caie,        22.  Lord  Cheney  betair  tenant  in  tail,  with  remainder  m  tail 

10  Rep,  96,        ,Ti-^.  J,  .11-  ji 

to  John  Cheney,  conveyed  the  premises  by  bargain  and  sale  en- 
roUedy  to  William  Higham  and  his  heirs,  by  force  whereof  he  en- 
tered and  was  seised :  and  in  a  year  afterwards,  he  levied  a  fine 
with  proclamations  to  the  said  Higham  and  his  heirs,  with  ge- 
neral warranty.^  Lord  Cheney  died  without  issue ;  upon  which 
John  Cheney,  the  remainder^man  in  tail,,  entered  upon  the 
premises ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  his  entry  was  lawful? 
It  was  resolved,  that  the  entry  of  John  Cheney  was  not  taken 
away  by  the  fine,  because  it  did  not  discontinue  the  estate  taiU 
but  only  operated  as  a  confirmation  of  the  estate  of  the  bar- 
gainee,, which  was  originally  determinable  on  the  death  of  the 
teiumt  in  tail ;  whereas  the  fine  confirmed  it,  as  loi^  aa  the  te- 
nant in  tail  hsd  heirs  of  his  body.  It  was  agreed,  that  if  the  fiiie 
had  been  levied  before  the  bai^ain  and  sale  was  executed,  it 
would  have  discontinued  the  estate  tail,  by  which  means  the 
entry  of  John  Cheney  would  have  been  taken  away ;  but  the  es- 
tate tail  not  being  discontinued,  the  remainder  was  not  turned  to 
a  right. 

23.  But  where  a  fine  was  levied  in  pursuance  of  a  oovenaBt, 
in  a  prior  conveyance  of  an  estate  tail;  as  wbens  a  tenant  in  tsil 
conveyed  his  estate  by  lease  and  release,  and  covenanted  in  the 
release  to  levy  a  fine,  which  was  done  accordingly ;  in  that  case 
the  lease  and  release  and  fine  would  be  considered  as  one 
ranee,  and  would  therefore  operate  as  a  discontinuance  of  the 
tate  tail, 
^oe.  V-  24.  A  person  being  tenant  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  over  in 

2  Burr.  704.       fee,  in  consideration  of  marriage,  conveyed  hia  estate,  by  lease 

and  release,  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  several  uses ;  and  in 
the  release  he  covenanted  to  levy  a  fine  to  the  same  uses.  The 
marriage  took  efiect,  and  the  tenant  in  tail  levied  a  fine,  in  pur- 
suance of  his  covenant.  Afterwards  the  tenant  in  tail  died 
without  issue,  and  the  remainder*man  made  an  actual  entiy 
upon  the  lands  to  avoid  the  fine,  and  then  brought  an  ejectment. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  remainder-man  had  a  right  of 
entry?  It  was  contended  that  the  entry  was  lawful,  unless  a 
dicontinuancc  of  the  estate  tail  could  be  proved.     That  fnmi 
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the  authority  of  Seymor'a  cag9  the  fine  did  not  ojpenite  ts  a 
discootiDuance^  because  it  passed  no  freehold^  the  freehold 
having  been  conveyed  by  the  lease  and  release,  before  the  fine 
was  levied,  which  therefore  only  operated  as  a  coafirmatioo  of 
the  preceding  estate. 

The  Court  was,  however,  unaniaK)usly  of  opinion,  that  the 

lease  and  release  and  fine  operated  as  one  assurance,  and 

discontinued  the  remainder  in  fee,  by  which  it  was  turned  to  a 

right,  so  that  the  plaintiff  had  lost  his  right  of  entry*  and  wa^ 

put  to  his  writ  of  formedon  ;  because  the  operation  of  the  deeds 

and  fine  ought  not  to  be  divided  and  considered  distinctly,  ats 

Uiat  would  defeat  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  overturn  a 

great  number  of  family  settlements.    That  the  deeds  of  lease 

and  release  were  incomplete  until  the  fine  was  levied,  and  only 

operated  as  a  declaration  of  the  uses  of  the  fine,  so  that  the 

estate  tail  passed  by  the  fine.    And  this  case  was  quite  different 

from  Seymor*s;  for  in  that  case  Lord  Cheney  did  not  levy  the 

fine  until  a  year  after  the  bargain  and  sale  was  enrolled :  and  it 

was  expressely  found  by  the  verdict,  that  the  bargainee  entered, 

and  was  seised  by  force  of  the  bargain  and  sale  only ;  so  that  the 

bargain  and  sale  was  totally  unconnected  with  the  fine,  nor  did 

it  appear  that  any  fine  was  intended  to  be  levied  at  the  time 

when  the  bargain  and  sale  was  executed. 

25.  It  has  been  stated  that  there  could  be  no  discontinuance  Tit.  2.  c.  2. 
of  things  lying  in  grant.     So  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail  of  a  rent, 

ad  vowson,  or  common,  levied  a  fine  of  such  rent,  &c.,  there  was 
no  discontinuance. 

26.  It  is  laid  down  by  the  Judges,  in  the  case  of  Fines,  that  if  3  Rep.  89  b. 
a  tenant  in  tail  accepted  a  fine  from  a  stranger  it  did  not  di&-  Ante,  c.  9. 
cootinue  the  estate  tail  but  after  his  death  the  issue  might  ''^^' 
enter. 

27.  A  fine  would  in  general  operate  as  a  revocation  of  a  prior  Was  a  revoca- 
devise  of  the  lands  whereof  the  fine  was  levied.     The  reason  of 

^hich  will  be  stated  in  Title  38,  Devise,  Ch.  6. 

28.  Where  a  person  who  was  only  tenant  for  life,  levied  a  fine  Created  a  for- 
sur  cognizance  de  droitj  l^c,  it  would  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  his  cases. 
estate ;  because  it  was  an  attempt  to  create  a  greater  eatate  than  oubfT^.^sV. 
he  could  lawfully  convey ;  and  also  a  renunciation  of  the  feudal  ^^^  ^'  ^*  ^* 
connexion  between  the  tenant  and  his  lord.     So  if  a  tenant  for 

life  accepted  a  fine  sur  cognizance  de  droit,  Sfc.  for  it  was  a  denial  ^  ^P*  ^^  ^ 
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of  tenure,  upon  two  accounts ;  first  in  admitting  the  reversion  to 

have  been  in  a  stranger  to  convey ;  and,  secondly,  in  accepting 

of  it  himself,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  person  in  reversion. 

Smitfae  V.  Abell,      29.  If  A.  were  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  and 

Co.  Read.  3.     A.  levied  a  fine  to  B. ;  this  was  a  forfeiture  of  both  their  estates : 

for  by  their  own  act  on  record  they  have  denied  the  reversion  to 

be  in  the  lord ;  the  one  by  giving,  and  the  other  by  receiving  it. 

Garret  f>.  39.  A.  was  tenant  for  life,  remainder  for  life  to  B.,  remainder 

Bluard,  1  Roll. 

Ab.  855.  in  tail  to  C,  remainder  to  B.  in  fee.     B.  levied  a  fine  sur 

cognizance  de  droit,  S^c.  to  a  stranger.  It  was  adjudged  to  be  a 
forfeiture  of  his  estate  in  remainder  for  life ;  so  that  after  A/s 
death,  C.  might  enter,  because  the  fine  transferred  a  fee  simple 
in  possession  by  estoppel,  against  which  be  could  not  aver  that 
he  only  passed  an  estate  for  life  in  prasenti,  with  a  fee  simple 
expectant  on  the  death  of  C.  without  issue;  for  the  fine 
supposed  a  prior  gift  in  fee  simple,  which  he  could  not  lawfully 
make,  while  the  estate  for  life  of  A.  and  the  intermediate 
remainder  of  C.  in  tail,  were  subsisting. 

31.  But  where  the  person  who  had  the  next  estate  of  inherit- 
ance joined  with  the  tenant  for  life  in  levying  a  fine,  it  did  not 
then  operate  as  a  forfeiture. 
Bredon's  case,        32.  A.  being  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  in  tail  to  B.,  they 
1  Veni.  160.      both  joined  in  levying  a  fine  sur  cognizance  de  droit  come  ceo,  S^c. 
to  a  stranger  in  fee. 

It  was  resolved,  that  this  was  neither  a  discontinuance  nor  a 
Vide  sup.  cb.  forfeiture,  but  that  each  of  the  parties  to  the  fine  gave  that  which 
n.  a.  70. '  be  might  lawfully  dispose  of ;  and  that  the  law  would  construe  it 

to  be,  first,  the  grant  of  the  person  in  remainder,  and,  afterwards 
the  grant  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

1  Inst.  251  b.         33.  If  a  tenant  for  life  of  a  rent  or  advowson  levied  a  fine  of 

them  it  would  create  a  forfeiture ;  for  although  in  this  case  the 
fine  passed  no  more  than  it  lawfully  might,  yet,  being  a  public 
and  solemn  renunciation  of  the  estate  for  life,  in  a  court  of 
record,  it  was  within  the  reason  of  the  law,  and  amounted  to  a 
forfeiture. 
SaSsb  *'  ^^'  ^  ^^^  ^^  concessit,  levied  by  a  tenant  for  life,  did  not 

2  Mod.  109.      operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate  because  it  only  transferred 

2  Taunt.  202.         ^  .  .  .        ^  .    /.       ivr  •    1       .       ^  „ 

such  an  interest  as  the  tenant  tor  life  might  lawfully  pass, 
without  devesting  or  displacing  the  estates  in  remainder  or 
reversion. 
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36.  Although  a  fine  sur  cognizance  de  droit,  Sfc.  levied  by  a  i  Inst.  251  b. 
tenant  for  years,  did  not  create  any  bar,  yet  it  would  operatp  as 
a  forfeiture  of  the  term  }  but  a  fine  stir  concessit  would  not  have  Tit.  8.c.2. 
this  eflect. 

36.  No  fine  levied  by  a  cestui  que  trust  for  life  would  be  allowed  2  p.  Wmiu  14, 

■  3  Atk  729 

in  Chancery  to  operate  as  a  forfeiture,  because  it  could  not  affect 
the  subsequent  remainders ;  and  therefore  such  a  fine  would,  in 
equity,  operate,  at  tnost,  as  a  grant  of  the  interest  of  which  the 
cestui  que  trust  had  a  power  to  dispose. 

37.  If  a  copyholder  levied  a  fine  of  his  copyhold,  it  operated  Co.  Sup.  c.  u. 
as   a  forfeiture ;  and  in  such  a  case,  no  acceptance  of  rent, 

or  other  act  done  (a)  by  the  lord,  was  available  to  make  the 

estate  good*    It  is,  however,  said,  in  a  modem  case,  that  this  doc-  Doe  v.  Heliier. 

trine  is  too  general ;  for  unless  there  was  a  change  of  possession,  *""    '  ^^' 
the  fine  would  be  void  against  the  lord. 

38.  It  has  been  shown,  that  in  a  fine  stir  £2ofi6,gran<  aitJrendier,  A  fine  tor  done, 
the  cognizee  was  but  an  instrument,  who  had  a  seisin  only  for  an  §^°«ve  a"° 
instant,  which  was  not  sufficient  to  entitle  his  wife  to  dower,  yet  n«''««**te. 

.  ' ''        Ante,  c.  3. 

It  has  been  adjudged,  that  this  species  of  fine  operated  as  a 
leofifment  and  re-enfeoffment,  and  therefore  gave  a  new  estate. 

39.  In  consequence  of  this  doctrine,  if  a  person  seised  in  fee  And  altered  the 
of  an  estate,  ex  parte  matemd,  levied  a  fine,  5tir  done,  grant,  and  xit  29.  c.  a. 
render,  and  took  back  an  estate  to  himself  and  his  heirs,  the 

mode  of  descent  was  thereby  altered,  and  the  estate  would 
afterwards  descend  to  the  heirs,  er/Hir^epa/ent^. 

40.  I.  S.  being  seised  of  lands  ex  parte  matemd,  he  and  his  Price «. 
wife  levied  a  fine  to  I.  N.  and  I.  B.,  and  they  by  the  same  fine  i  s^w.  92. 
granted  and  rendered  the  same  lands  to  the  use  of  the  said  I.  S.  c^*?'f^' 
and  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies,  remainder  to  the  Holt,  253. 
right  heirs  of  I.  S..    The  husband  and  wife  died  without  issue  ; 

and  the  question  was,  whether  the  remainder  descended  to  the 
heirs  on  the  part  of  the  mother,  or  on  the  part  of  the  father. 

It  was  argued  on  the  one  side,  that  the  seisin  of  the  cognizee 
i¥as  merely  fictitious ;  for  if  the  cognizee  had  a  term  for  years 
in  the  land,  it  would  not  be  merged :  that  it  was  like  the  case 
of  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold  into  the  hands  of  the  lord, 
who  was  thereby  only    a    mere  instrument:   therefore,   that 

(a)  [In  MUfaz  v.  Baker,  1  T^eT.  26.,  it  was  resolved  that  if  the  lord  pro  tempore 
admits  a  copyholder  after  forfeitore,  it  is  dispenied  with,  not  only  as  to  himself,  bat  to 
him  in  reversion.    See  also  1  Watk.  Cop.  [349.]  ed.  4.] 
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nothing  was  altered  by  the  fine,  but  the  estate  remained  as 
before; 

On  the  other  side  it  was  insisted,  that  the  cc^nizee  could  not 
render  the  estate,  unless  he  had  it  in  him :  and  that  the  grant 
and  render  operated  as  a  feoffment  and  re-enfeoffmenL 

The  Court  bdd,  that  the  estate  was  once  in  the  cognizee, 
otherwise  he  could  not  give  it  back ;  that  the  grant  and  render 
was  a  conveyance  at  common  law,  and  made  the  cogoixor  a 
new  purchaser,  as  much  as  a  feofiment  and  re-enfeoffment :  so 
that  the  remainder  descended  to  the  heirs  on  the  part  of  the 
father. 

41.  It  is  observable,  that  this  is  the  only  sort  of  fine  which 
gave  a  new  estate ;  for  if  a  person  seized  ex  parte  matemd  levied 
a  fine  sur  cognizance  ds  droity  4rc«,  and  either  made  no  declara- 
tion of  the  uses  of  it,  or  declared  it  to  be  to  the  use  of  himsdf 
and  his  heirs,  the  hmds  would  still  descend  ex  parte  materna;  be- 
cause it  was  the  old  use,  which,  consisting  in  trnstand  confidence, 
^ould  follow  the  nature  of  the  land,  and  would  descend  as  the 
land  would  have  descended,  if  no  alteration  had  been  made;  and 
it  is  totally  immaterial  whether  the  use  were  expressly  declared 
on  a  fine  of  that  kind,  or  permitted  to  arise  by  implication. 
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CHAP.  XIII. 

What  Persons*  Estates  and  Interests  were  not  barred  by  Fine. 


Sect.    2.  The  Kwg. 

5.  EecUwuHeiU  Corporathm, 

6.  Estates  n9t  devested. 

13.  Or  where  the  Possession  was 

not  adverse, 
16.  Future  Interests. 
2S.  A  R0nt,  Right  of  Way^  or 

COJMMN. 

85.  Estates  in  Dower  and  Join- 
tures. 


Sect.  26.  Estates  held  Jure  UxorU, 

27.  Estates  TitU  qf  the  Gift  oj 

tho  Crown  for  Services* 

28.  Reversions  in  thf  Croum. 
SO.  Springing  and  SM/ting  Uses. 
32.  Dignities. 

38.  Mortgages. 

34.  [Easpeetancies  of  Issue  JntaU 
not  barrable  by  dispositions 
under  Z  ^  4  WUl.  4.  c.  74.] 


Section  I. 

Notwithstanding  the  gi*eat  force  and  effect  of  a  fine^  yet 
there  were  some  particular  persons,  estates  and  interests,  to  which 
its  operation  did  not  extend. 

2.  By  the  common  law,  no  laches  can  be  imputed  to  the  King;  The  KiDg. 
and  therefore  no  delay  or  omission  on  his  part,  in  making  a  claim, 

will  bar  his  right*  From  thence  has  arisen  the  maxim,  Nullum 
iempus  occurrit  regi ;  for  the  law  supposes  the  King  to  be  always 
basied  for  the  public  good,  and  therefore  that  he  has  not  leisure 
to  assert  his  rights  within  the  time  prescribed  for  other  persons. 
It  followed,  from  this  principle,  that  the  King  could  not  be 
barred  by  a  fine  to  which  he  was  not  a  party ;  nor  was  the  royal 
prerogatiTe  in  this  instance  taken  away  by  the  Nullum  Tempus  Tit.  3i.c.2. 
Act.  "^  ^'  ^ 

3.  Ecclesiastical  corporations,  and  in  general  all  ecclesiastical  Ecclesiastical 
persons,  who  were  seised  in  right  of  their  churches  only,  and  bad 

not  an  absolute  estate  in  their  possessions,  being  restrained  from 
alienation  by  several  statutea,  were  not  only  prohibited  from  lery- 
ing  fines,  but  could  not  even  bar  their  successors  by  their  non- 
claim. 
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4.  Thus  in  a  case  in  13  Ja.  1.,  where  a  fine  and  five  years*  non- 
claim  was  set  up  in  bar  to  an  ejectment,  brought  by  the  Master 
and  Fellows  of  Magdalen  College,  one  of  the  points  was,  whether 
the  Master  and  Fellows  were  barred  by  the  fine  and  nondaim : 
and  it  was  resolved,  that  the  right  of  the  College  was  not  barred ; 
for  the  words  of  the  stat.  13  Eliz.,  which  prohibits  all  ecclesias- 
tical corporations  from  alienation,  were,  ''  That  all  leases,  gifts, 
grants,  feoffments,  conveyances,  or  estates,  to  be  made,  had,  or 
suffered  by  any  master  and  fellows  of  any  college,  &c.  to  any 
person  or  persons,  &c.  (except  leases),  shall  be  utterly  void  and 
of  none  effect,  to  all  intents,  constructions,  and  purposes."  So 
that  when  a  fine  was  levied,  and  no  claim  was  made  for  five  years, 
there  was  a  conveyance  permitted  and  suffered  by  the  Master 
and  Fellows  of  the  College ;  and  it  would  have  been  of  no  effect 
to  have  prohibited  the  Master  and  Fellows  themselves  from 
making  conveyances  of  their  lands,  if  they  were  allowed  to  have 
a  power,  by  their  permission  and  nonclaim,  to  bar  their  succes- 
sors. 

A  bishop,  dean,  or  vicar,  might,  however,  be  himself  barred 
by  his  own  nonclaim,  as  has  been  stated  in  a  former  chapter. 

5.  It  was  a  rule  of  law,  that  no  estate  or  interest  would  be 
barred  by  a  fine,  unless  it  was  devested  out  of  the  real  owner, 
either  before  the  fine  was  levied,  or  by  the  operation  of  the  fine 
itself :  that  is,  unless  the  real  owner  was  put  out  of  possession 
of  such  estate  or  interest ;  and  that  while  he  continued  in  pos- 
session, a  fine  would  not  affect  him. 

This  doctrine  is  stated  arguendo  in  Saffyn's  case  in  the  follow- 
ing words :  '^  No  fine  levied  with  proclamations  shall  bind  any 
but  those  who  are  put  out  of  possession,  and  have  but  a  right ; 
for  if  their  estate  or  interest  be  not  devested  out  of  them,  but  re- 
mains in  them  as  it  was  ab  initio,  they  need  not  make  an  entry 
or  claim  to  that  which  never  was  devested.'' 

6.  Lord  Coke  states  the  second  resolution  in  Margaret  Pod- 
ger's  case  thus  :  ''  That  no  fine  nor  warranty  shall  bar  any  es- 
tate in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder,  which  is  not  devested 
and  put  to  a  right ;  for  he  who  has  ttie  estate  or  interest  in 
him  cannot  be  put  to  his  action^  entry,  or  claim,  for  he  has 
that  which  the  action,  entry,  or  claim  would  vest  in  him  or  give 
him," 

There  is  a  considerable  inaccuracy  in  this  passage,  if  the  wotds 
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''  devested  and  pat  to  a  right''  are  understood  conjunctively, 
and  in  that  strict  technical  sense  which  the  law  annexes  to  them. 
The  word  ''  devest''  signifies  nothing  more  than  a  mere  depriva- 
tion of  the  possession,  (a)  But  the  words,  *'  put  to  a  right," 
have  a  much  more  extensive  signification,  as  they  mean  a  de- 
privation, not  only  of  the  possession,  but  also  of  the  right  of  pos-  Tit.  29.  c.  i. 
session ;  for  where  an  estate  is  turned  to  a  right,  the  owner  has 
only  the  jus  proprietatis,  or  mere  right  of  property.  If  therefore 
the  above  passage  be  strictly  taken,  it  will  appear  to  be  unsup- 
ported by  any  authority;  for  though  it  might  be  necessary  that 
an  estate  be  devested,  before  it  could  be  barred  by  a  fine; 
yet  it  was  by  no  means  necessary  that  it  should  be  put  to  a 
right. 

7.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Stowell  t;.  Zouche,  when  Stowell  was  Ante,  c.  11. 
disseised  by  Zouche,  his  estate  was  merely  devested ;  that  is,  he 

had  only  lost  the  actual  possession ;  but  it  was  not  turned  to  a 
right,  for  he  still  continued  to  have  in  him  both  the  right  of  pos- 
session and  the  right  of  property ;  and  yet  all  the  Judges  agreed 
that  he  was  barred  by  the  fine  and  nonclaim. 

8.  The  rule  of  law  therefore  clearly  was,  that  no  person  could 
be  barred  by  a  fine,  unless  his  estate  was  devested,  or  turned  to 
a  right;  and  he  had  only  a  right  of  entry,  or  a  right  of  action, 
left  in  him ;  and  where  an  estate  was  turned  to  a  right,  it  was 
necessarily  devested,  though  not  e  contra. 

9.  A  person  who  was  seised  in  fee,  for  the  continuance  of  his  P«^  «• 
estate  in  his  name  and  family,  made  a  lease  for  600  years  to  a  HudTSo. 
trustee,  in  trust  that  he  himself  should  receive  the  profits  during 

his  life,  and  that  afterwards  his  brother  should  receive  them. 
Some  time  after,  the  lessor,  being  in  possession  according  to  the 
trust,  covenanted  with  other  parties,  for  the  same  considerations, 
to  stand  seised  of  those  lands  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  his  brother,  &c.,  and  that  the  said  lease 
and  all  other  estates  made  or  to  be  made  by  him  should  be  and 
enure  to  the  same  uses,  and  then  levied  a  fine  to  the  uses  of 
that  deed. 

A  question  arose,  whether  the  term  of  600  years  was  barred 
by  the  fine  and  nonclaim.     Lord  Hale  observed,  that  nothing 

(«)  Deveit,  devettin,  is  contrary  to  inveti ;  for  as  mvtttire  signifies  paties^oMm 
tradntt  so  devittin  means  ffouetnomm  axftrrt, — Cowbll's  Dwt.— ATote  to  fwmn 
edition, 

VOL«  V.  Q 
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had  been  done  whereby  the  estate  of  the  leasee  was  de?ested  or 
displaced ;  for  the  lessor  continuing  in  possession,  by  peimissioa 
of  the  lessee,  as  must  be  presumed^  be  was  only  tenant  at  will  to 
the  lessee,  and  therefore  his  fine  had  no  operation. 

10.  If  a  person  who  had  made  a  lease  to  trustees,  and  had 
stiU  continued  in  possession,  made  another  lease  of  the  same 
lands,  and  levied  a  fine  to  confirm  it,  the  first  lease  would  be 
devested  by  the  second,  so  that  it  would  then  be  baned  by  the 
fine. 

11.  The  Marquis  of  Winchester  made  a  lease  for  100  yean, 
in  trust  to  attend  the  inheritance ;  the  lessee  entered ;  and  thea 
the  Marquis  entered  and  received  the  profits,  and  afterwards  made 
a  lease  for  fifty-four  years,  and  covenanted  to  levy  a  fine  to  confem 
it,  which  he  levied  accordingly,  and  five  years  passed  witboat 
any  claim  by  the  first  lessee. 

It  was  adjudged  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  aflEirmed 
by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  upon  a  writ  of  error— 1.  That 
when  the  Marquis  entered  on  the  lessee  for  100  years,  he  became 
tenant  at  will  to  him,  to  which  estate  it  was  not  always  requisite 
that  there  be  the  express  consent  of  both  parties,  but  if  there 
was  any  thing  tantamount  it  was  sufiicient,  as  here  the  trust  im- 
plied that  the  lessor  should  take  the  profits,  being  the  ceittdque 
truei,  which  included  at  least  an  estate  at  will. 

11.  That  when  the  Marquis  made  the  lease  for  fifty-four  years, 
though  this  was  not  a  disseisin,  because  the  reversion  was  in  the 
lessor  himself,  who  made  the  lease,  yet  by  this,  the  lease  for  100 
years  was  devested,  displaced  and  turned  to  a  right. 

III.  That  being  so  devested,  it  was  barred  by  the  fine 
nonclaim. 

12.  [In  Doe  v.  Harris,  lands  were  devised  to  trustees  in  fee  io 
trust  to  permit  A*  H.  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  W.  H.  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  J.  S.  in  fee.  W.H. 
in  the  Hfetime  of  A.  H.  levied  a  fine  to  a  stranger  in  fee;  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  the  fine  of  W.  H.  could  not 
operate  as  a  bar  by  nonclaim  against  J.  S.,  for  the  conuzor  not 
having  any  seisin  at  the  time  of  the  fine  being  levied,  it  coald 
only  operate  by  estoppel,  and  that  as  nothing  was  devested  or 
put  to  a  right  by  the  fine,  entry  was  not  necessary  to  avoid  it] 

13.  It  was  not  only  necessary  that  a  person  should  be  out  of 
possession,  to  be  afiected  by  a  fine;  but  it  was  also  requisite  that 
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the  party  levying  the  fine  should  have  an  adverse  possession,  in- 
consistent with  that  of  the  person  to  be  barred ;  so  that  if  the 
possession  of  the  person  who  levied  a  fine  was  consistent  with 
that  of  any  other  person^  such  other  person  would  not  be  afiected 
by  it. 

14.  Thus,  [until  the  recent  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  (a)  it  Forf^-  Grey* 
was]  settled  that  the  possession  of  one  joint  tenant  was  the  pos-  i  Saik.  285. 
session  of  the  other  so  as  to  prevent  the  effect  of  the  statute  of 
limitations ;  and  that  whei'e  there  were  two  joiat  tenants  in  fee, 
if  one  of  them  levied  a  fine  of  the  whole,  it  did  not  amount  to  an 
ouster  of  his  companion,  but  only  severed  the  joint  tenancy, 
though  he  was  in  of  the  old  use  again. 

16.  The  possession  of  one  coparcener,  or  of  one  tenant  in  Tit.  19  fit  20. 
common,  was  the  possession  of  the  other ;  nor  did  the  bare  per- 
ception of  all  the  rents  and  profits  by  one,  amount  to  an  ouster 
of  the  other,  so  as  to  make  him  liable  to  be  barred  by  a  fine. 

16.  In  the  case  of  future  interests,  such  as  estates  in  re-  Future  interests. 
mainder  and  reversion,  although  the  persons  entitled  cannot  be 

put  out  of  possession,  yet  as  they  have  vested  interests,  such  in- 
terests may  be  devested ;  and  it  has  been  already  shown,  that 
estates  in  remainder  and  reversion  may  be  devested,  so  as  to  Ante,  c.  ii. 
leave  only  a  right  of  entry  in  the  persons  entitled  to  them,  when 
the  prior  estates  determine ;  in  which  case  they  might  be  barred 
by  fine.  But  where  estates  in  remainder  and  reversion  were  not 
devested,  a  fine  had  no  operation  on  them. 

17.  A  copyhold  estate  was  granted  to  John  Podger,  and  Mary  J^8^'*f?*®» 
and  Elizabeth  his  daughters,  for  three  Hves.    The  lord  of  the 

manor,  by  deed  indented  and  enrolled,  bargained  and  sold  the 
lands  to  John  Podger  in  fee,  who  having  thus  acquired  the  free- 
hold, levied  a  fine  thereof  with  proclamations,  and  died  two  years 
after ;  whereupon  the  estate  descended  to  his .  son  Marmaduke. 
Ten  years  after  the  death  of  John  Podger,  Elizabeth  Podger  en- 
tered ;  and  it  was  adjudged  that  her  entry  was  lawful,  for  her 
estate  in  remainder  not  being  devested,  the  fine  had  no  effect 
on  it. 

18.  In  Saffyn's  case  it  was  agreed,  that  although  a  term  for  Ante,  c.  10. 
years  might  be  barred  by  a  fine,  if  the  lessee  were  or  might  have 

{m)  [By  the  12th  MCtion  it  is  enacted,  that  the  possession  of  one  of  seventl  joint 
ftenants  shall  not  be  deemed  the  possession  of  the  others.] 

q2 
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5  Rep.  124  b.     been  in  possession,  yet  that  so  long  as  a  lessee  for  years  had  only 

an  inleresse  termini,  or  future  right,  he  was  not  affected  by  a  fine. 
But  when  his  term  commencedy  and  he  acquired  a  right  to  enter 
on  the  land,  he  then  had  such  a  present  estate  as  might  be  de- 
vested, and  which  he  might  revest  by  entry ;  so  that  his  doq- 
claim  for  five  years  after  the  commencement  of  his  term  hatred 
him,  because  from  that  time  he  was  out  of  possession. 

Ed#arfti».  19,  A  person  limited  lands  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  and 

0ard.  410.        if  he  should  settle  a  jointure  on  his  wife,  and  make  a  lease  for 

thirty-one  years,  to  commence  after  his  death,  that  then  the 
trustees  should  stand  seised  to  such  uses.  He  made  a  lease  a^ 
cordingly,  and  then  he  and  his  wife  levied  a  fine. 

It  was  resolved  that  the  lease  was  not  barred,  because  being  a 
future  interest^  it  was  not  devested  or  displaced  by  the  fine. 

Tit.  16.  c.  3.  20.  In  the  case  of  Corbet  v.  Stone,  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert 

740. 8vo.  ed.      observes,  that  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff,  which  prored 

that  the  grantee  had  an  interest,  and  that  this  interest  was  not 
barred  by  a  fine  and  five  years  nonclaim  after  the  death  of  the 
grantor ;  not  being  touched,  devested,  or  turned  to  a  right. 

^??'A\^'  21.  The  interest  of  tenants  by  statute  merchant,  statute  staple 

1  Mod.  217.  -^  '  ' 

and  ekgit,  could  not  be  barred  by  a  fine,  until  they  had  extended 
the  lands,  or  pursued  their  rights  in  some  other  manner ;  for  antil 
then  they  had  no  right  to  enter  on  the  lands,  and  therefore  coald 
not  be  put  out  of  possession. 
1  Cha.Ca.268.      22.  So  where  a  person  had  a  judgment  for  debt,  and  the 

debtor  before  execution  aliened  by  fine,  and  five  years  passed, yet 
the  creditor  might  still  sue  out  execution. 
A  rent,  right  23.  Although  the  owner  of  a  rent  might  bar  it  by  fine,  yett 

common.  rent  in  the  possession  of  a  third  person  could  not  be  so  barred* 

Cro.  5  J^.*'     '*  ^^®  ^^^  Bdixne  of  a  right  of  way,  or  common ;  because  these  being 
t'  ^y?«  ^^'   nacrely  incorporeal  rights,  collateral  to  and  issuing  out  of  lands, 

they  could  not  be  devested  ;  for  though  a  person  who  has  a  rent, 
right  of  way,  or  commoo,  out  of  lands,  be  not  in  the  actual  en- 
joyment of  them,  yet  by  non-user  only  for  a  time,  he  does  not 
T'«?^'  ^'        cease  to  have  a  vested  estate  or  interest  therein ;  so  that  he  stifl 

«  28.  .  .  ' 

continues  to  be  in  actual  possessioti.  Such  things  being  mere 
creatures  of  the  law,  and  owing  their  existence  to  the  const^a^ 
tion  thereof,  they  are  always  considered  to  be  in  the  possession 
of  those  whom  the  law  adjudges  to  have  a  right  to  them. 


Title  XXXV.  Fine.  Ch.  XIII.  s.  23—24.  229 

These  principles  have  been  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  in  the  following  case. 

24.  In  an  ejectment  for  lands  in  Surrey,  the  jury  found  a  ver-  5f»«^-.^?-  G-  ^ 
diet  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  m  the  Board  and 
following  case.  Lord  Bolingbroke,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  ®°*''  ^  * 
premises  in  question,  by  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  1st  March 
1765,  demised  the  same  to  William  Stevens  for  twenty-one  years* 
at  the  rent  of  100/. ;  which  lease,  by  mesne  assignments,  became 
vested  in  the  defendant  Board.  Lord  Bolingbroke,  by  a  bond 
dated  24th  July,  1770,  with  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judg- 
ment, in  consideration  of  3000/.  became  bound  to  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  penal  sum  of  6000/.  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment to  her  of  an  annuity  of  500/.,  during  his  own  life;  and  by 
indenture  of  the  same  date.  Lord  Bolingbroke,  in  consideration 
of  the  said  3000/.,  and  as  a  further  security  for  the  annuity,  de^ 
mised  the  premises  in  question  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  for 
ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  at  a  peppercorn  rent, 
with  a  proviso,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  should  the  next  day 
re-demise  the  premises  to  Lord  Bolingbroke  for  ninety-eight 
years  and  eleven  months,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  at  the  rent  of 
500/.,  which  was  accordingly  done.  Lord  Bolingbroke,  by  lease 
and  release  dated  the  9th  and  10th  March  1773,  conveyed  the 
premises^  for  a  fair  and  valuable  consideration,  to  the  defendant 
Jones  in  fee,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  annuity  granted  to  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  Jones  being  in  possession,  levied  a  fine  of 
the  premises,  with  proclamations,  in  Trinity  term  1775,  to  the 
use  of  himself  in  fee.  The  annuity  was  in  arrear  from  the  24th 
January  1774,  and  the  ejectment  was  brought  in  Hilary  term 
1782. 

Lord  Mansfield. — ''We  have  looked  into  all  the  cases,  and 
have  no  doubt.  It  appears  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  defendant  Jones,  are  both  innocent:  Jones  is  a  purchaser  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  without  any  notice  of  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff's  title ;  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  alleged  at  any 
time  to  have  known  of  the  conveyance  to  Jones;  and  there  was 
no  circumstance  of  notoriety  attending  the  transfer  to  give  her 
such  notice ;  for  the  visible  possession  continued  the  same  after 
the  sale  as  before  it ;  the  lease  to  William  Stevens  subsisting, 
and  the  payment  of  rent  to  Jones,  instead  of  Lord  Bolingbroke, 
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Carried  with  it  no  notoriety  in  the  countiy.    At  the  time  of  the 
conveyance  there  was  no  arrear  of  interest  due  to  Mre.  Haie, 
and  therefore  she  had  no  right  to  come  upon  the  land  in  any 
riiape/    If  ehe  was  guilty  of  laches  afterwards,  there  coold  be 
•no  mah  fdes  in  it  with  respect  to  Jones,  as  he  is  under  no  dia- 
^vantage  from  it:  so  that  is  a  question  of  mere  law  between  two 
innocent  parties^  whether  the  right  and  interest  of  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  is  barred  by  the  fine  and  nonclaim.    This  depends 
on  one  dear  proposition,  which  is  a  general  rule  of  law  founded 
in  good  sense ;  and  although  it  be  difficult  to  find  a  rale  without 
an  exception,  yet  I  know  of  none  to  this  proposition.    It  is  hid 
down  in  9  Co.  Rep.  106.  a. '  Resolwi,  per  totam  curiam,  that  no 
fine  nor  warranty  shall  bar  any  estate  in  possession,  reversioa, 
or  remainder,  which  is  not  devested  aad  put  to  a  right'   This 
general  rule  is  illustrated  and  applied  to  several  cases  throughout 
the  books ;  and  hence  it  follows,  that  no  collateral  interest  can 
be  barred  by  a  fine;  as  a  rent-charge,  a  right  of  common, &c: 
and  the  authority  cited  from  Carter,  24.,  that  a  rentrcharge  nay 
be  barred  by  a  fine,  is  totally  mistaken ;  for  in  looking  into  it, 
it  appears  to  be  thus;  the  owner  of  a  rent-charge  ieried  a  fine 
of  the  land ;  the  question  was,  whether  the  rent-charge  passed 
by  the  fine ;  and  a  distinction  was  taken  between  a  fineopciatii^ 
as  a  grant  or  as  a  bar.     Here  the  fine  operated  as  a  grant,  and 
not  as  a  bar ;  the  rule  is  universal,  that  a  ren4-chaige  in  a  tbira 
person  is  not  barred  by  a  fine  and  nonclaim.     Hence  the  paiti« 
to  a  fine,  or  one  of  them,  must  be  in  of  a  seisin  orpossessioB 
adverse  to  that  interest  which  is  to  be  barred  ;  for,  if  it  be  con- 
sistent with  it,  the  fine  does  not  devest  it,  and  therefore  is  no  bar. 
Now,  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  Jones  in  1773,  h^ 
Bolingbroke  had  no  adverse  possession:  he  had  paid  all  antars; 
and  as  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  come  on  the 
land  but  foi*  arrears,  she  had  then  no  title  in  her.    At  the  tune 
when  the  fine  was  levied,  there  was  an  arrear  of  a  year  ana  a 
half  due ;  but  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  resort 
to  the  lands  for  her  remedy,  she  had  other  securities ;  besi^le*; 
she  could  not  enter  on  the  lands,  the  lessee  for  years  being  w 
possession ;  all  she  could  do  was  by  notice  to  the  tenant  under 
the  statute  4  &  5  Ann.  c.  16.  which  makes  attornment  unneces- 
sary, either  to  distrain  or  bring  an  action  for  the  rent.    In  eveiy 
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Bhape  it  is  most  clear,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  interest 
was  not  devested  or  turned  to  a  right ;  and  therefore  that  it  re- 
mained after  the  fine  just  as  it  did  before."  Judgment  was  given 
for  the  kssor  of  tiM  plaintiff. 

25.  WJieie  women  having  an  estate  in  dower^  or  a  jointure.  Estates  in 
discontinue  or,  a&en  them,  such  discontinuances  or  alienations  jo^intu^res'! 
are.declajred  to  be  void,  by  the  statute  1-1  Hen.  7.  c  20.  (a) :  and 

hy  the  statvte  32  Hen.  8.  c.  36.  s.  2.  it  is  declared,  that  no  fine 
levied  by  a  woman  of  any  such  estate  as  is  mentioned  in  the 
statute.  11  Hen.  7.  shall  be  of  any  effect. 

26.  By  theslatute  32  Hen.  8.  c.  28.  s.  6.  it  is  declared,  that  Estates  held 

^  jure  lucrrw. 

no  fine  levied  by  a  husband  of  any  lands,  whereof  he  is  seised 
in  right  of  his  wife,  shall  be  prejudical  or  hurtful  to  the  wife 
OS  her  heics^ 

The  cases  which  have  arisen  on  these  statutes  will  be  stated  C.  lo. 
in  Title  Recovery, 

27.  It  has  been  stated  in  Chapter  ix.  that  estates  tail,  of  the  Estates  tail  of 
gift  of  the  CronD,  may  be  barred  by  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.,  crown  for  aer^ 
though  excepted  out  of  the  statute  32  Hen.  8.     But  by  a  '''^^' 
subsequent;  statute,  a  distinction  is  made  between  estates  tail  of 

the  gift  of  the  Crown  generally,  and  estates  tail  granted  by  the 
Crown  as  a  reward  for  services ;  and  these  last  are  protected 
fitim  the  operation  of  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.,  as  well  as  from  that 
of  the  statute  32  Hen.  8.,  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  in 
Title  RecQoery,  C.  10. 

28.  When  fines  became  common  assurances  of  lands,  the  Reversion  in 
Judges  would  no  more  allow  a  fine  to  devest  the  interest  of  the  ]^iQ|[i[^^2  b. 
Sang,  than  any  other  conveyance,  but  preserved  the   King's 
remainder  or  reversion,  though  they  allowed  the  fine  to  bar  the 

person  levying  it,  and  his  issue ;  so  that  where  a  fine  was  levied 
of  an  estate  tail,  whereof  the  remainder  or  reversion  was  in  the 


(a)  [By  the  8tat.3&  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  s.  16.  it  is  provided,  that  where  any  woman  shall 
be  tenant  in  tail,  ex  jirovwoiM  viri,  within  the  provisions  of  the  abore  stat.  of  1 1  Hen.  7. 
the  power  of  disposition  given  by  the  said  statute  of  the  present  king,  shall  not  be  ex- 
ercised by  her  except  with  such  assent  as,  if  the  latter  act  had  not  been  passed,  would, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said  stat.  of  Hen.  7.  have  rendered  valid  a  fine  or  common 
recovery  by  her.  By  sect.  17.  of  the  late  act  the  said  stat.  of  Hen.  7.  c.  20.  is  re- 
pealed, except  so  far  as  regards  lands  in  settlement,  made  before  the  passing  of  the  late 
act  (28tli  August,  1833.)] 
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King,  it  created  a  base  fee,  detenninable  on  fidlure  of  hein  of 
the  body  of  tlie  tenant  in  tail,  (a) 

29.  It  was  heU  by  Lord  Nottingham,  assisted  by  Lord  Chier 
Justice  North  and  Justice  Jones,  that  where  there  is  tenant  in  tail 
of  the  gift  of  the  King,  with  a  remainder  in  the  Crown,  sudi 
tenant  was  not  restrained  by  the  statute  34  Hen.  8.,  but  might 
lery  a  fine  to  the  Crown  which  would  bar  his  issue ;  for  it 
appeared  by  the  preamble  of  the  statute,  that  it  was  made  to 
prevent  the  alienation  by  tenant  in  tail,  that  the  memory  of  the 
King's  bounty  might  be  preserved ;  and  where  the  estate  comes 
wholly  back  to  the  King,  there  it  is  in  the  King's  power  to 
preserve  the  memory  of  his  bounty,  either  by  giving  it  back  to 
the  same  party,  or  what  other  way  he  pleaseth. 

30.  A  springing  or  shifting  use  could  be  defeated  or  destroyed 
by  a  fine  levied  of  the  estate  out  of  which  such  springing  or  shift- 
ing use  was  to  arise. 

31.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Lloyd  v.  Carew,  whieh  ha»  been 
stated  in  a  former  title,  it  appeared  that  Richard  Carew  and 
Penelope  his  wife,  in  order  to  extinguish  and  destroy  all  Buch 
right  as  the  heirs  of  Penelope  might  have  under  the  proviso,  and 
for  settling  the  same  on  R.  Carew  and  his  heirs,  levied  a  fine  of  aH 
the  estate,  and  declared  the  uses  thereof  to  R.  Carew  for  life^ 
remainder  to  Penelope  for  life,  remainder  to  R.  Carew  ia  fiae. 
R.  Carew  died  without  issue,  upon  which  the  heirs  of  Mary 
claimed  the  estate  under  the  proviso,  and  filed  their  bill  in 
Chancery,  to  compel  the  trustees  to  convey  jfche  estate  to  them, 
on  payment  of  the  4000/. 

The  bill  was  dismissed ;  but  upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  the  decree  of  dismission  was  reversed,  it  being  alleged 
that  the  fine  could  not  bar  the  benefit  of  this  proviso,  because 
the  same  never  was  nor  could  be  in  Penelope,  who  levied 
the  fine. 


(a)  [By  the  I8th  lectioa  of  the  stat.  3  &  4.  Will.  4.  c  74.,  for  abolishing  fines  and 
xecoveriesy  and  for  the  substitution  of  more  simple  modes  of  aasuranoe,  it  is  enaded, 
"  That  the  power  of  disposition  themnbefore  contained  should  not  extend  to  tenants  of 
estates  tail,  who,  by  an  act  passed  in  the  34th  and  35th  Hen.  8.  intituled  an  act  to  em- 
bar  feigned  recoveiy  of  lands  wherein  the  king  is  in  reversion,  or  by  any  other  act,  are 
restrained  from  barring  their  estates  tail."] 


TUle  XXXV.  Fine.  Ch.  XIIL  *.  32—34.  233 

32.  A  dignity  or  title  of  honor  could  not  be  barred  or  sur-  XHgnitiefl. 
rendered  by  fine^  as  has  been  already  shown. 

33.  There  are  several  cases  in  which  a  court  of  equity  would  Mortgages,  &c. 
not  allow  a  fine  to  have  any  effect  on  estates  in  mortgage  and 

trust  estates,  of  which  an  account  will  be  given  in  the  next 
chapter. 

34.  [By  the  statute  3  and  4  WiU.  4.  c.  74.  s.  20.  it  is  enacted  £zpecuuiciet  of 
that  nothing  in  that  act  contained,  should  enable  any  person  to  j^ue  b^  <£&- 
dispose  of  any  lands  entailed  in  respeot  of  any  expectant  interest,  P^^g^'^^" 
which  he  may  have  as  issue  inheritable  to  any  estate  tail  therein.]  WiU.  4.  c.  74. 
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How  Fines  mat/  be  reversed  and  avoided. 
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•  
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1  luL  260  a. 
9  Comm.  40. 


Section  I. 

Writ  of  error.     A  FINE  being  considered  as  a  judgment  given  in  a  court  of  I^ 

cord,  it  can  only  be  reversed  by  a  writ  of  error ;  which  is  also  a 
matter  of  record,  being  a  commission  to  the  Judges  of  a  superior 
court,  authorizing  them  to  examine  the  record  upon  which  a 
judgment  was  given,  and  on  such  examination  to  affirm  or  re- 
verse the  same,  according  to  law. 

2.  During  the  term  in  which  a  judicial  act  is  done,  the  record 
may  be  amended  or  invalidated  without  a  writ  of  error:  becaose, 
during  the  term,  the  record  is  in  the  breast  of  the  Court,  and  the 
rolls  are  alterable  at  the  discretion  of  the  Judges.    And  now,  the 

■ 

the  courts  of  justice  allow  amendments  to  be  made  at  any  tuK 
while  the  suit  is  depending,  notwithstanding  the  record  be  fo»i^ 
up^  and  the  term  be  past ;  for  they  consider  the  proceedings  as 
in  fieri  until  the  judgment  is  given :  so  that  a  fine  might  be 
amended  or  invalidated  at  any  time  during  the  term  in  which  it 
was  levied,  by  an  application  to  the  Court  of  Common  Ple«^ 
A  fine  might  also  be  amended  as  to  any  mistake  or  misprision  of 
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the  officers  of  the  court  at  any  time,  and  the  cases  on  this  subject  Ante,  c.  7. 
have  been  already  stated. 

3.  A  writ  of  error  is,  properly  speaking,  a  proceeding  in  the  Fitz.  N.  B.21. 
nature  of  an  appeal,  and  therefore  must  be  brought  in  a  superior 

court ;  so  that  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  fine  must  be  brought  in 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  because  that  Court  has  an  appellant 
jurisdiction  over  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  But  where  the 
error  assigned  in  a  judgment  does  not  arise  from  any  fault  in  the 
Court,  but  from  some  defect  in  the  execution  of  the  process,  or 
from  some  matter  of  fact,  the  writ  of  error  must  be  brought  in 
the  same  court  in  which  the  judgment  was  given  ;  and  therefore, 
in  cases  of  this  kind,  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  fine  must  be 
brought  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

4.  With  respect  to  fines  levied  before  the  Justices  of  Wales, 
pursuant  to  the  stat.  34  &  35  Hen.  8.,  it  is  provided  by  that  sta- 
jtute,  s.  113,  that  all  errors  therein  shall  be  redressed  by  writ  of 
error,  to  be  sued  out  of  the  King's  Chancery  in  England,  return- 
able before  the  King's  Justices  of  his  Bench  in  England.  And 
by  the  stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  15.  s.  6.,  it  is  enacted,  that  all  fines  levied 
in  the  county  of  the  city  of  Chester,  pursuant  to  that  act,  shsdl 
be  subject  to  be  reversed,  upon  writs  of  error  to  be  sued  and  pro* 
secuted  before  the  High  Justice  of  the  county  palatine  of  Chester, 
as  other  judgments  given  in  the  Portmoot  Court. 

5.  With  respect  to  the  persons  who  may  bring  a  writ  of  error,  who  may 

it  should  be  premised,  that  no  person  has  a  right  to  reverse  a  B^f.Ab.Tit. 

fine,  unless  he  can  show  that,  upon  such  reversal,  he  will  be  en-  ^^rro^  K* 

titled  to  the  land ;  for  the  courts  of  law  will  not  dispossess  the 

tenant  in  possession,  unless  the  demandant  can  make  out  a  clear 

title ;  possession  always  carrying  with  it  the  presumption  of  a 

good  title,  until  the  contrary  appears.    Besides,  if  the  person 

who  demands  the  reversal  of  the  fine  cannot  prove  that  he  has  a 

title  to  the  lands  of  which  the  fine  was  levied,  it  follows  that  he 

is  not  affected  by  it,  and  it  would  be  trifling  with  courts  of  justice 

for  a  person  to  seek  relief  who  cannot  make  it  appear  that  he  has 

received  an  injury. 

6.  The  person,  therefore,  entitled  to  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  Dyer,  90  a. 
fine,  is  he  who  would  have  had  the  lands  if  the  fine  had  not  been 

levied  ;  which,  in  general,  is  the  heir  at  law.     But  where  one  who 

is  seised  ex  parte  maternd  has  levied  a  fine,  in  which  there  is  i  Leon.  261. 

error,  the  heir  e.r  parte  mater nd  will  be  entitled  to  the  writ  of 
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idflou  error.    The  youngest  son,  when  entitled  to  the  lands,  by  die 

custom  of  borough  English^  shall  have  the  writ  of  error,  and  not 

the  heir  at  common  law,  because  this  remedy  descends  with  the 
1  loit.  14  a.      land :  a  brother  of  the  half-blood,  however,  is  not  entitled  to 

bring  a  writ  of  error,  on  a  fine  levied  by  liis  elder  brother. 
ChamMTDow  7.  In  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  fine,  it  is  not  necessary  that 

Cro.  Jac^eo.    ^be  person  who  brings  the  writ  should  deduce  his  title  and  pedi- 
Tit.  36.  c.  11.    gy^^  unless  it  be  a  special  case,  varying  from  the  common 

course;  as  where  a  writ  of  error  is  brought  by  a  special  heir  io 

tail  or  a  person  in  remainder. 
8.  All  those  who  were  parties  to  a  fine,  must,  in  general,  have 

joined  with  the  person  entitled  to  the  land,  in  reversing  it;  bat 

this  rule  admits  of  some  exceptions. 
Pigotto.  9.  Husband  and  wife  were  tenants  for  life,  with  remainder  to 

11.tlBMt11 

Cro.  Diz.  115.    an  infant  in  fee»  and  they  all  joined  in  levying  a  fine :  the  inrant 

alone  brought  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  it,  on  account  of  his  doq- 
age. 

It  was  objected,  that  since  all  had  joined  in  the  fine,  they 
should  likewise  join  in  the  writ  of  error ;  that  the  husband  and 
wife  should  be  summoned  and  severed^  and  then  the  infant  alone 
might  proceed  to  assign  errors.  But  it  was  adjudged  that  the 
writ  of  error  was  well  brought  by  the  infant  alone ;  because  the 
error  assigned  was  not  in  the  record,  but  without  it ;  namely,  io 
the  person  of  the  infant* 
5  Rep.  39  b.  10.  No  person  can  have  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  fine,  who 

took  any  estate  by  it:  because  no  recoveror  can  bring  a  writ  of 
error  to  defeat  a  record,  by  which  he  himself  has  recovered:  fff 
the  judgment  in  a  writ  of  error  is,  to  avoid  that  which  the  plain- 
tiff has  lost;  and  it  is  held  on  this  principle,  that  in  a  fine ivr 
done,  grant,  and  render,  the  cognizor  cannot  assign  error  in  the 
gr^t  and  render,  by  which  he  himself  has  taken  an  estate. 
Affunst  whom.        1 1.  A  Writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  fine  must  be  brought  against 
Holt's  R.  614.    80™e  one  of  those  who  were  parties  or  privies  to  it,  and  not 
Tit  36.  c.  11.     against  the  tenant  of  the  land  only.    But  the  Court  will  not  in 

general  reverse  a  fine,  unless  a  scire  facias  is  returned  against  the 
persons  who  are  then  in  possession ;  for  the  cc^izees  of  a  fine 
are  frequently  nothing  more  than  trustees,  and  have  no  beneficial 
interest  in  the  lands. 
Whamav  be  12.  Errors  may  be  assigned  either  in  fact,  as  that  the  cognizof 

enor.  of  a  fine  was  an  infant ;  or  else  in  law,  that  is,  on  account  of 
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• 

tome  defect  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  record.  But  nothing 
can  be  assigned  for  error  in  fact  in  a  fine  which  contradicts  the 
record,  because  the  records  of  a  court  of  justice  are  of  such  iin»t.2eoa. 
credit^  that  they  can  only  be  defeated  by  matters  of  equal  noto- 
riety with  themselves ;  and^  therefore^  although  the  circumstances 
assigned  for  error  should  be  fully  proved  by  witnesses^  yet  such 
evidence  cannot  be  admitted. 

13.  Thus  it  has  been  already  stated,  that  where  the  entry  of  Ante,  c.  2. 
the  King's  silver,  before  the  death  of  the  cognizor,  appears  upon 

,  record,  no  averment  can  be  made.  And  that  no  averment  can 
be  made  as  to  the  time  when  a  fine  was  acknowledged,  which 
contradicts  the  chirograph. 

14.  It  cannot  for  the  same  reason  be  averred  that  the  cognizor  ^^^*  ®^  ^' 
of  a  fine  died  before  the  teste  of  the  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem^ , 

when  it  appears  by  the  certificate  of  the  concord  that  he  was 
alive^  for  this  contradicts  the  record.  But  an  averment  of  the 
death  of  the  cognizor  generally,  before  the  engrossment,  entry, 
and  recording  of  the  King's  silver,  is  admissible. 

16.  Where  a  fine  was  acknowledged  in  court,  it  was  held  that  ^?^  ^' 
the  plaintifi*in  error  could  not  assign  for  error,  that  the  cognizor  Cro.  £liz.'468. 
died  before  the  return  of  the  writ  of  covenant ;  for  that  would 
directly  contradict  the  record ;  because  no  fine  was  ever  acknow- 
ledged in  court  until  the  writ  of  covenant  was  returned,  for  till 
then  the  parties  were  not  before  the  Court :  but  that  where  a  fine 
was  acknowledged  before  commissioners,  it  might  then  be  averred 
that  the  cognizor  died  before  the  return  of  the  writ  of  covenant, 
or  that  after  the  acknowledgment,  and  before  the  return  of  the 
certificate  thereof,  the  cognizor  died ;  because  these  facts  were 
consistent  with  the  record. 

16.  A  fine  was  acknowledged  before  Roger  Manwood,  Esq.  Arundel ». 

**  ^  .'  Arundel, 

one  of  the  Justices  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  and  after-  Cro.  £iiz.  677. 
wards  a  writ  of  dedimus  potestatem  was  directed  to  Sir  Roger 
Manwood^  he  having  been  knighted  after  the  fine  was  acknow- 
ledged, who  returned  it  with  his  name  and  title. 

It  was  held  that  it  could  not  be  assigned  for  error  that  the  £2e- 
dimus potestatem  was  directed  to  Sir  Roger  Manwood,  Knt.  where 
there  was  no  such  person  at  the  time,  he  being  but  an  Esquire ; 
because  it  contradicted  the  record,  by  which  it  appeared  that 
the  writ  was  directed  to  Sir  Roger  Manwood,  who  by  virtue 
thereof  took  the  acknowledgment. 
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17.  By  the  statute  23  Eliz.  c.  3.  a.  2.  it  is  enacted,  ^'That  do 
fine  shall  be  reversed  for  false  or  incongnious  Latin,  rasure,  in- 
terlining, misenteringy  or  not  returning  of  the  sherifi',  or  waotoC 
form  in  words,  and  not  in  substance.'' 

18.  Although  it  is  a  rule  that  in  actions  for  the  recoTery  of 
dower,  the  parol  shall  not  demur  on  account  of  the  infancy  of 
the  heir ;  yet  if  a  man  and  his  wife  levied  a  fine,  and  after  the 
husband's  death  the  wife  brought  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  it,  in 
order  to  recover  her  dower ;  the  heir  might  plead  his  infancy, 
and  the  parol  might  demur,  (a) 

19.  In  error  to  reverse  a  fine  levied  by  the  plaintiff  and  her 
husband,  the  heir  being  summoned  as  terre-tenant,  appeared  and 
pleaded  that  he  was  within  age,  and  prayed  that  the  parol  might 
demur.  The  plaintiff  counterpleaded  the  age,  showing  that  she 
was  entitled  to  have  dower  before  the  fine  levied  ;  and  was  now 
barred  of  dower  by  the  fine,  which  was  erroneous ;  and  set  forth 
the  errors. 

Upon  demurrer  and  solemn  argument  it  was  adjudged,  that 
the  parol  should  demur ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  have 
the  advantage  to  take  from  the  defendant  his  age»  having  by  the 
fine,  so  long  as  it  stood  in  force,  barred  herself  of  her  dower. 
And  therefore  the  law  would  rather  favour  the  infant,  whose  pri- 
vilege was  immediate,  than  the  plaintiff 's,  which  was  only  me- 
diate, after  the  fine  was  reversed. 

20.  The  manner  of  reversing  fines  differs  firom  that  which  is 
observed  in  reversing  other  judgments;  for  in  those  cases  the 
record  itself  is  removed  into  the  court  in  which  the  writ  of  error 
is  brought ;  because  in  adversary  suits  errors  cannot  be  assigned 
on  a  transcript  of  a  record  only  : .  but  in  cases  of  fines,  nothing 
more  than  the  transcript  is  removed,  on  which  the  errors  are  as- 
signed :  and  if  the  fine  is  erroneous,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
may  send  for  the  record  itself,  and  reverse  it;  or  else  send  awnt 


(a)  [By  the  stat.  1  WUl.  4.  c.  47.  s.  10.,  it  is  enacted,  that  after  the  patfiBgof  <>>' 
act  (16th  July,  1830),  where  any  action,  suit,  or  other  proceeding,  for  the  payoo^ot 
debts,  or  any  other  purpose,  shall  be  commenced  or  prosecuted  by  or  against  any  ifiV* 
under  the  age  of  twenty-ooe  years,  either  alone  or  together  with  any  other  pefloo* 
penons,  the  parol  shall  not  demur,  but  such  action,  suit,  or  other  proceeding.  shaU  be 
prosecuted  and  carried  on  in  the  same  manner  and  as  eflectuaUy  as  any  actioo  v  >■" 
could  before  the  passing  of  the  act  be  carried  on  or  prosecuted,  by  or  against  aoj  isn*^ 
where,  according  to  law,  the  parol  did  not  demur.] 
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to  the  treasurer  or  chamberlain  of  the  Court  of  Gommon  Pleas, 
to  take  it  off  the  filei 

21.  It  is  said  by  Lord  Coke  and  others,  that  if  there  be  tenant  i  Rep.  76  b. 
for  life,  remainder  in  fee  to  an  infant,  and  they  both  join  ialevy*-  3  Lev.  36. 
ing  a  fine,  which  is  afterwards  reversed  by  the  person  in  re- 
mainder,  on  acooant  of  his  infancy;  yet  that. the  cogniaee  shall 

have  the  lands  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life.     But  .ia  a 
subsequent  case  it  was  adjudged,  that  though  a  fine  might  be  Zouchev. 
reversed,  as  to  part  of  the  lands,  and  remain  good  as  to-  the  re-  1  Ld.^i^in. 
sidtte ;  yet  that  a  fine  could  not  be  reversed  in  toto  as  to  one  ^^^* 
person,  and  remain  good  in  ioto  as  to  another* 

22.  By  the  statute  10  &  11  WilLS.  c.  4.  reciting  that  fines.  Must  be 
recoveries,  and  judgments  were  reversible  at  any  time,  without  twenty  years. 
restraint  or  limitation,  for  any  error  or  defect  which  happened 
therein,  by  the  ignorance  or  carelessness  of  clerks,  and  som^ 

times  by  unavoidable  accidents;  it  is  enacted,  s«  1,  ^'Thatno  ^ 

fine  or  common  recovery,  8cc.  shall  be  reversed  or  avoided  for  any 
error  or  defect  therein,  unless  the  writ  of  error  or  suit  for  the  re- 
versing of  such  fine,  recovery,  &c.  be  commenced  or  brought  and 
prosecuted  with  efiect,  within  twenty  years  after  such  fine  levied, 
or  such  recovery  suffered."  **  Provided  always,  that  if  any  per-  a.  2. 
son  who  shall  be  entitled  to  any  such  writ  of  error  as  aforesaid, 
shall,  at  the  time  of  such  title  accrued,  be  within  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  or  covert,  non  compos,  imprisoned,  or  beyond 
the  seas ;  then  such  person,  his  or  her  heirs,  executors,  or  admi- 
nistrators, (notwithstanding  the  said  twenty  years  expired)  shall 
and  may  bring  his,  her,  or  their  writ  of  error,  for  the  reversing 
any  such  fine,  recovery,  8cc.,  as  he,  she,  or  they  might  have  done 
in  case  this  act  had  not  been  made ;  so  as  the  same  be  done 
within  five  years  after  his  or  her  full  age,  discoverture,  coming  of 
«oand  mind,  enlargement  out  of  prison,  or  returning  from  be- 
yond the  seas,  or  death  ;  but  not  afterwards  or  otherwise.'' 

23.  In  consequence  of  this  statute,  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a 
fine  must  be  brought  within  twenty  years  after  the .  fine  has 
been  levied,  and  not  within  twenty  years  after  a  title  has  accrued ; 

for  the  time  when  the  fine  was  levied  is  the  period  firom  which  Vide  Lloyd  v. 
the  twenty  years  are  to  be  reckoned.  TU?36*c'.  11. 

24.  A  person  may  bar  himself  from  bringing  a  writ  of  error  How  it  may  be 
in  several  ways.    Thus  if  a  person  releases  all  his  right  in,  or  i^R^f.^b. 
makes  a  feoffment  of  the  land,  whereof  a  fine  has  been  levied,  '^^^* 


240  TUk  XXXV.  Fine.  Ck.  XIV.  s.  24—30, 

he  will  be  thereby  barred  from  bringing  a  writ  of  error ;  because, 

by  his  release  or  feoffment,  he  has  for  ever  excluded  himself  from 

the  land ;  and  no  person  can  have  a  writ  of  error,  who  is  not 

entitled  to  the  land. 

Ante,  1. 15.  25.  But  it  was  unanimously  held  in  the  case  of  Wright  t. 

'  Wickham,  that  if  a  person  releases  his  right  in,  or  makes  a 

feoffment  of  part  of  the  land,  he  may  still  reverse  the  fine,  as  to 

the  remainder. 

Han't  cue,  26,  If  an  infant  brought  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  fine,  levied 

Noy,  69.  '        by  him  during  his  infancy ;  and  on  inspection,  his  non-age  was 

recorded  by  the  Court ;  but  before  the  fine  was  reversed,  he  levied 
another  fine,  the  second  fine  would  prevent  him  from  reversing 
the  first ;  because  the  second  fine,  having  entirely  barred  him  of 
all  right  to  the  lands,  must  also  have  deprived  him  of  all  re- 
medies to  recover  them. 
Ctrrington's  27.  If  a  tenant  in  tail  levied  an  erroneous  fine,  and  afterwards  le- 

1  RoU.  Ab.788.  ^^^^  another  erroneous  fine,and  died,  and  the  issue  in  tail  brought 

Cro^lifc^i.   *  ^"^  ^  ^"^'^  "P^°  ^^^  ^"*  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^®  defendant  pleaded  in 

bar  the  second  fine,  and  after  the  issue  brought  a  writ  of  error  upon 

the  second  fine,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  in  bar  the  first  fine,  by 

which  the  right  was  bound  ;  the  plaintiff  might  reply  upon  the 

first  writ,  that  the  second  fine  was  erroneous,  and  upon  the  seocHid 

writ,  that  the  first  fine  was  erroneous ;  and  so  should  be  helped. 

Cockman  v.  28.  In  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  fine,  the  defendant  cannot 

rr^ym  461.   P'^^^  ^"  1^^''  ^^®  same  fine  which  is  attempted  to  be  reversed ; 

T.  Jonei,  181.    and  five  years  nonclaim.     Quia  non  valet  exceptio  istius  rei,  cujus 

petitur  dissoltUio. 

Vide  Tiu  36.         29.  A  common  recovery  would  bar  the  issue  in  tail  from  bring- 
t*  ft 
*  '  ing  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  fine ;  of  which  the  reason  will  be 

given  in  our  next  Title. 
Writ  of  deceit.       30.  Where  a  fine  was  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
Fitz.N.B.98.  ^^  lands  held  in  ancient  demesne,  the  lord  might  [previously  to 
2  Inst.  216.       the  recent  statute  cited  in  the  note  below]  reverse  it  by  writ  of 

deceit :  (a)  and  such  writ  might  be  brought  by  the  lord  against 
the  parties  to  the  fine,  and  the  cestui  que  use ;  by  means  of  which 

(a)  [By  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.,  for  abolishing  fines  and  recoveries,  it  k 
enacted,  (s.  4.)  that  no  writ  of  deceit,  for  the  reversal  of  any  fine  or  oomnon  tecoitrf 
shall  be  brought  after  the  31st  day  of  December,  1833.    By  the  Stat  of  LimitaiioB. 
in  the  same  session,  c.  27.  s.  36,  it  is  enacted  that  this  writ  (among  otben)  shaO  as 
be  brought  after  the  3lst  day  of  December,  1834.    And  see  also  ss.  37,  38.] 
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he  would  obtain  judgment,  not  only  for  damages,  which  were  Rex  i>.  Mead, 
usually  remitted,  but  also  to  recover  his  court  and  jurisdiction 
over  the  lands^  and  to  annul  the  former  proceedings. 

31.  If  a  fine  were  levied  of  lands,  whereof  part  was  held  in  Anon,  i  Leon. 

.  290. 

ancient  demesne,  and  part  frank  free,  and  the  lord  in  ancient 
demesne  brought  his  writ  of  deceit,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
upon  a  view  of  the  transcript  of  the  record,  and  proof  that  part 
of  the  lands  was  ancient  demesne,  would  reverse  the  fine  as  to 
that  part.  They  would  not,  however,  order  the  fine  to  be  taken 
off  the  file,  as  in  cases  where  the  whole  fine  was  reversed,  because 
it  would  remain  good  as  to  the  lands  which  were  frank  fee ;  but 
would  order  a  mark  to  be  made  on  the  fine,  to  show  that  it 
was  cancelled,  as  to  the  lands  held  in  ancient  demesne. 

32.  The  lord  of  a  manor  of  ancient  demesne  was  not  barred 
of  his  writ  of  deceit  by  the  death  of  any  of  the  parties  to  the 
fine. 

33.  A  writ  of  deceit  was  brought  by  the  lord  of  a  manor  of  ^^^  "• 

^  Thompson, 

ancient  demesne,  to  avoid  a  fine  levied  of  lands  held  of  him  in  i  Ld.  Raym. 
ancient  demesne,  as  of  the  said  manor. 

It  was  argued  for  the  defendant,  that  the  cognizor  and  cog- 
nizee  being  both  dead,  the  lord  could  not  now  maintain  an  action 
of  deceit,  because  it  was  only  a  personal  action,  and  therefore 
died  with  the  person.  But  it  was  resolved,  that  a  writ  of  deceit 
did  lie  in  such  a  case,  against  the  heir  of  the  cognizor  or  cog- 
nizee,  because  it  was  a  real  deceit,  and  did  not  resemble  the 
personal  deceit  of  nonnsummons :  and  if  the  law  were  otherwise, 
the  lord  of  a  manor  of  ancient  demesne  would  be  for  ever 
barred  of  his  right  of  inheritance,  in  case  the  parties  to  such  a 
fine  should  happen  to  die  the  day  after  it  was  levied. 

34.  Where  a  fine  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  of  lo  Rep.  60  a. 
lands  held  in  ancient  demesne,  was  reversed  by  writ  of  deceit,  it  175. 

-WBLB  said  to  be  doubtful  whether  the  fine  should  still  be  held  good 
between  the  parties.  Some  were  of  opinion  it  did  not  become 
entirely  void,  nor  was  the  cognizor  restored  to  his  land  against 
his  own  solemn  acknowledgement  on  record;  especially  since 
the  lord,  who  brought  the  writ  of  deceit,  sought  nothing  more 
than  to  restore  the  land  to  the  privileges  of  ancient  demesne. 
Others  held,  that  the  writ  of  deceit  and  the  reversal  thereon 
entirely  avoided  the  fine,  and  restored  the  cognizor  to  the  pos-  Vide  wpr. 
session  of  the  land ;  for  the  cognizance,  though  on  record,  should  note  (q! 

VOL.  V.  R 
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be  no  estoppel ;  because  it  was  made  in  a  court  which  had  no 
jurisdiction,  and  therefore  the  whole  proceedings  were  oanm 
nonjudice. 

35.  A  writ  of  error  can  only  be  brought  to  reverse  a  jadgmeot 
in  a  court  of  record ;  for  to  amend  errors  in  a  base  coort,  which 
is  not  a  court  of  record,  a  writ  of  false  judgment  lies,  retumable 
in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

36.  In  some  cases  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  would  vacate 
and  set  aside  a  fine  upon  motion,  although  the  King's  silver  had 
been  paid  and  the  fine  completed,  without  putting  the  parties  to 
the  trouble  and  expense  of  a  writ  of  error :  in  the  same  manner 
as  they  would  set  aside  a  judgment,  obtained  by  trick  or 
surprise. 

37.  Thus,  where  it  evidently  appeared  to  the  Court  that  a 
husband  had  prevailed  on  his  wife  to  levy  a  fine,  she  being  bot 
sixteen  years  old,  the  fine  was  vacated,  and  the  exemplificatioD 
brought  into  court  and  delivered  up. 

.  The  commissioners  were  also  ordered  to  be  prosecuted. 

38.  Although  a  fine  could  only  be  reversed  by  a  writ  of  error, 
yet  its  effects  might  be  avoided  in  several  other  ways.  At  com- 
mon law  there  were  four  modes  of  avoiding  a  fine ;  two  by  matter 
of  record,  and  two  by  acts  in  pais.  Those  by  matter  of  recoid 
were,  a  real  action  commenced  within  a  year  and  a  day  after  the 
fine  was  levied ;  and  an  entry  of  a  claim  on  the  record  of  the 
foot  of  the  fine  itself,  in  this  manner :  TaUs  venk  et  apfc^ 
ciameum  suum.  Those  by  acts  in  pais  were,  a  lawful  entry  apon 
the  land,  by  the  person  who  had  a  right;  and  in  case  that  cooU 
not  be  done,  then  a  continual  claim. 

39.  By  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.»  all  those  who  were  affected  b;  i 
fine  must  have  pursued  their  title  by  way  of  action  or  lawM 
entry;  (a)  so  that  a  claim  (a)  entered  on  the  record  of  afioewoold 
be  ineffectual.  An  action  commenced  within  five  years  afterafioe 
levied,  i^ould  be  sufficient  to  avoid  it,  although  judgment  weie 
not  obtained  within  seven  years  after:  but  such  action  must 
have  been  prosecuted  with  effect ;  for  if  an  action  were  ooib- 


(a)  [By  siaL  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  s.  10.  it  is  enacted,  that  no  penon  dia&  ^ 
deeooed  to  have  been  in  possession,  within  the  meaning  of  that  act,  by  mere  eDli7> 
and  by  sect.  11.,  that  no  continual  or  other  claim  upon,  or  near  any  land,  shall  pftfO^ 
a  right  of  making  an  entry  ot  distress,  or  bringing  an  action.] 
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tnenced  within  the  time  prescribed,  and  afterwards  discontinued, 
it  would  not  avoid  a  fine. 

40.  The  suing  out  a  writ,  and  delivering  it  to  the  sheriff,  does  Fitzhugh's  caie, 

A  .  .  *  ^         %  '  •««  f        '         ^  Leon.  221. 

not  anx>unt  to  a  pursuing  of  a  claim  or  title  by  way  of  action, 
unless  the  writ  be  returned  bythe  sheriff. 

41.  The  action  mentioned  in  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  must  have  Comb  249. 
been  a  real  action,  so  tliat  an  ejectment  would  not  avoid  a  fine. 

42.  A  bill  in  Chancery  is  not  such  a  claim  under  the  statute  l  Cha.  Ca. 

268  278. 

4  Hen.  7.  as  will  avoid  a  fine.  There  is,  however,  an  exception  %  Black.  Rep. 
to  this  rule  in  the  case  where  a  fine  has  been  levied  of  a  trust  ^^" 
estate ;  because  no  entry  by  the  cesttd  que  trust,  nor  claim,  or 
other  legal  act,  will  be  sufficient  to  avoid  the  fine,  or  suspend  the 
bar  arising  from  the  nonclaim ;  it  can  only  be  by  a  bill  in  Chan- 
cery, as  the  claim  to  avoid  the  fine  ought  to  be  of  a  nature 
corresponding  with  the  estate. 

43.  A  fine  might  also  be  avoided  by  an  actual  entry  made  on  Actual  entry. 
the  lands  whereof  the  fine  bad  been  levied ;  provided  the  person 

who  sought  to  avoid  the  fine  had  a  right  of  entry ;  for  if  the  right  Piowd.  368. 
of  entry  were  taken  away,  and  a  right  of  action  only  remained ; 
as  where  a  fine  operated  as  a  discontinuitnce  of  the  estate,  there,  Ante,  c.  12. 
an  actual  entry  on  the  land  would  not  aToid  the  fine,  but  a  real  i  Vem.  213. 
action  must  have  been  brought, 

44.  No  entry  was  necessary  where  the  fine  was  levied  without  2  Wili.R.  46. 
proclamations  ;  for  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  does  not  extend  to  such  9  £att.  17. 

a  fine,  and  therefore  it  might  be  avoided  at  any  time  within 
twenty  years.    Nor  was  an  entry  necessary,  where  the  parties  to  infr»»  ••  ^i* 
the  fine  had  no  estate  of  freehold  in  possession  in  the  lands  of 
which  it  was  levied. 

45.  With  respect  to  the  mode  of  making  an  entry,  it  must  Tit.  31.  c.  2. 
have  been  on  the  land,  and  witli  an  intention  of  claiming  the 
freehold,  against  the  fine. 

46.  A  fine   having  been  levied,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  Anon.  Skin. 
proved,  that  at  the  gate  of  the  house  in  question,  he  said  to  the 
tenant,  he  was  heir  to  the  house  and  land,  and  forbade  him  to 

pay  more  rent  to  the  defendant :  but  he  did  not  enter  into  the 
house  when  he  made  the  demand.  On  which  it  was  agreed, 
that  the  claim  at  the  gate  was  not  sufficient.  Then  it  was 
proved  that  there  was  a  court  before  the  house,  which  belonged 
to  it,  and  though  the  claim  was  at  the  gate,  yet  it  was  on  the 
land,  and  not  in  the  street ;  and  that  was  held  good. 

R  2 
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Tit.  31.  c.  2.         47.  If  a  person  was  prevented,  by  force  or  ?iolence  Gram 

entering  on  lands,  whereof  a  fine  had  been  leTiedi  he  must  then 
have  made  his  claim  as  near  the  land  as  he  could;  which  in  that 
case  would  have  been  as  efiectual  as  if  he  had  made  an  actitti 
entry. 
CleriM  V.  48.  It  was  adjudged  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  the 

1  Saund.  319.    reign  of  Charles  IL,  that  the  delivery  of  a  declaration  in  ejeot- 

1  Ci^I^^'  ment,  did  not  amount  to  an  entry  to  avoid  a  fine,  though  the 
N.p.  iup.9i.  defendant  should  appear  to  it,  and  confess  lease,  entry,  and 

ouster ;  for  there  must  be  an  actual  entry  made,  animo  clamaM&i 
whereas  in  an  ejectment  there  is  only  a  fictitious  or  suppofled 
entry,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  demise,  and  an  actual  entiy 
must  be  made  before  the  time  when  the  demise  is  laid, 
fierrington  v.         49.  Upon  a  special  verdict  in  ejectment,  it  was  found  that  a 

2  stra.  i6s6.  fi°G  h^<)  been  levied  of  the  premises  in  question;  and  that  the 
4Broi!^^ ct  ^^^^  ^^  *®  plaintiff  entered  into  the  premises  with  intent  to 
in  Pari.  86.       make  the  demise  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  but  did  not  then 

make  an  actual  entry  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  fine,  bat 
that  after  the  demise  laid,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  made  an 
actual  entry.  It  was  insisted  for  the  defendants,  I.  That  an 
actual  entry  was  necessary  to  avoid  the  fine.  And  II.  That  the 
demise  could  not  be  laid  before  the  lessor  bad  regained  the  poft* 
session  by  the  actual  entry.  The  Court  was  of  opinion  with  the 
defendants  on  both  these  points ;  and  on  a  writ  of  error  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  it  was  argued  for  the  plaintiff,  that  a  fine  with 
proclamations  does  not,  by  force  of  the  statute  4  Hen.  7. 
operate  as  a  bar  to  conclude  strangers,  till  after  five  years  elapM 
without  entry  or  action ;  and  therefore  the  verdict  having  foimd 
that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  made  his  first  actual  entry  after 
the  demise  laid,  he  thereby  avoided  the  operation  of  the  fine,  and 
was  at  liberty  to  lay  the  demise  in  his  declaration,  which  is  a 
mere  fiction  of  law,  as  early  as  he  thought  fit  after  his  right 
accrued,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  bis  title  had  stood  indepen- 
dent of  such  fine,  so  rendered  ineffectual  within  the  plain  intent 
of  the  statute :  and  if  such  entry  was  not  good  to  maintain  this 
demise,  it  must  follow,  that  in  every  case  where  a  fine  is  levied 
by  a  wrong-doer,  and  not  discovered  till  two,  three,  or  four  yean 
afterwards,  the  intermediate  profits  between  the  time  of  levying 
such  fine,  and  the  entry  of  the  lawful  owner,  must  be  absolutdy 
lost,  although  the  statute  gives  five  years  to  enter,  and  an  entry 
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at  any  time  within  the  five  years  purges  the  disseisin  and  the 

wrong  from  the  beginning,  and  brings  the  person  so  entering 

within  the  saving  of  the  statute,  to  all  intents  and  purposes. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  said,  that  an  actual  entry  is  necessary 

to  avoid  a  fine,  before  an  ejectment  can  be  brought,  and  it  must 

also  be  before  the  time  of  the  demise ;  because  a  fine  is  of  that 

high  nature,  even  at  common  law,  that  it  dispossesses  all  persons 

claiming  tide ;  and  consequently  a  kase  to  found  the  ejectment 

upon,  cannot  be  made  till  the  lessor  regains  the  possession.    As 

to  the  entries  found  by  the  verdict  to  have  been  made  subsequent 

to  the  time  of  the  demise,  they  were  of  no  use  in  the  present 

case ;  for  the  ejectment  being  originally  void,  could  not  be  made 

good  by  any  subsequent  act;  and  therefore  whatever  effect  those 

t  entries  might  have  in  other  respects,  they  could  not  make  the 

t,  lease  good.    That  the  word  action  in  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  has 

i\  always  been  understood  to  mean  real  actions,  which  were  then 

r;  in  use ;  and  it  has  often  been  determined,  that  the  bringing  an 

>{  ejectment  is  not  sufficient  to  avoid  a  fine. 

It  appears  from  Sir  John  Strange's  report  of  this  case,  that 
the  questions  put  to  the  Judges  were,  I.  Whether  an  actual 
entry  was  necessary  to  avoid  a  fine.  IL  Whether  the  demise 
being  laid  before  the  time  of  the  first  entry,  the  ejectment  could 
be  maintained.  To  the  first  question  they  answered  in  the  S-P«I>otig. 
affirmative;  to  the  second,  in  the  negative:  upon  which  the  TTennBep. 
judgment  was  affirmed,  (a) 

50.  The  entry  to  avoid  a  fine  must  have  been  made  by  the  ^^  ™*y 
person  who  had  a  right  to  the  land,  or  by  some  one  appointed  by  l  Inst.  258  a* 
him ;  for  a  person  who  had  a  right  of  entry,  might  empower 
another  to  enter  for  him.  But  if  a  stranger  made  an  entry  on 
lands,  whereof  a  fine  had  been  levied,  in  the  name  of  a  person 
who  had  a  right  to  the  land,  without  any  preceding  command  or 
subsequent  assent,  within  five  years,  by  the  person  having  right, 
it  would  not  be  sufficient;  for  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  barred  all 
'  persons  who  did  not  claim  within  five  years ;  by  which  means  an 

« 

(a)  [In  Doe  v.  Turner,  1  Camngton,  N.  P.  Reports,  91.  it  appears  a  fine  with  pro- 
clamations was  levied  bj  a  disseisor,  and  on  an  ejectment  by  the  disseisee  to  recover 
possession,  no  actual  entry  haying  been  previously  made  to  avoid  the  fine,  the  plaintifiT 
ivas  nonsuited ;  HuUock,  B.  observing,  that  the  only  thing  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
to  do  was,  to  make  an  actual  entry  before  five  years  from  the  levying  the  fine  had  ex- 
piied,  and  then  to  bring  a  fresh  ejectment.] 
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iction  was  given  to  all  those  wfao  had  a  right,  at  the  time  when 
e  fine  was  levied,  to  claim  or  not ;  and  a  stranger  coold  make 
is  election  for  then. 

5 1 .  A  disseiBor  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations,  the  dusoaee 
t  knowing  it ;  and  a  stranger  made  an  entiy  within  fire  yean, 
the  use  of  the  disseisee,  but  the  disseisee  did  not  asaeut  to  it 
I  the  five  years  were  expired. 

It  was  detennined  by  all  the  Judges,  that  the  assent  of  lb 
iseisee  to  the  entry,  after  the  five  years  had  expired,  wu  not 
£cient  to  render  it  valid ;  because  the  statute  (^  Fines  oogfat 
be  taken  strictly,  being  made  for  the  purpose  of  repose  and 
nquillity. 

52.  A  person  entitled  to  an  estate  in  remainder  or  levenioB, 
wctant  on  an  estate  for  life  or  years,  or  the  lord  of  a  teniDt 

copy  of  court  roll,  might  enter  in  the  name  of  the  tenant  ibt 
',  the  tenant  for  years,  or  the  copyholder,  to  save  those  par- 
jlar  interests,  as  well  as  their  own  fre^old  and  inberitaDce: 
1  the  entry  of  those  particular  tenants  would  also  save  llie 
hts  of  the  lord,  the  remainder-man,  or  reversicMier,  on  accooDt 
the  privity  of  estate  which  was  between  them.    A  guardian 

nurture  or  in  socage  might  also  enter  in  the  name  of  ho 

rd,  to  avoid  a  fine ;  and  such  entiy  would  save  his  right 
>3.  The  entry  of  one  joint  tenant,  coparcener,  or  teDant  io 
nmon,  would  be  sufficient  to  avoid  the  effect  of  a  fine  aa  to 
:  other  joint  tenant,  coparcener,  or  tenant  in  common. 

54.  If  the  estate  which  passed  by  a  fine  was  at  any  boe  afttt 
eated  by  entry,  the  fine  would  by  that  means  lose  all  its  fom 
1  effect,  not  only  with  respect  to  the  person  who  ratered,  bat 
0  with  respect  to  all  others,  except  those  claiming  by  force  of 
entail.  And  it  is  said  in  the  case  of  Stovrell  v.  Zouche,  tbit 
there  be  tenant  for  life,  remainder  for  life,  remainder  in  (te. 
i  the  first  tenant  for  life  aliens,  and  the  alienee  levies  a  fin'r 
i  person  in  remainder  for  life  may  enter  and  defeat  the  fine;  i" 
lich  case  it  will  not  bar  the  remainder  in  fee. 

55.  By  the  statute  4.  Ann.  c.  16.  s,  16.  it  is  enacted,  "Thai 
claim  or  entry  to  be  mode  of  or  upon  any  lands,  tenemenl^ 
hereditaments,  should  be  of  any  force  or  eflect,  to  avoid  anf 
B  levied  or  to  be  levied  with  proclamations,  according  to  Ik 
m  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  in  theCoort 
Common  Pleas,  or  in  the  Courts  of  Sessions  in  any  i^  ^ 
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counties  palatine^  or  in  the  Courts  of  Grand  Sessions  in  Wales, 
of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments ;  unless  upon  such 
entry  or  claim  an  action  should  be  commenced  within  one  year 
next  after  the  making  of  such  entry  or  claim,  and  prosecuted 
with  effect 

56.  We  have  seen  that  the  proper  mode  of  reyersine  a  fine,  for  ^'•J  that  the 

*      *^  .     partiM  had  no 

any  defect  in  the  record,  is  by  writ  of  error.     But  where  a  fine  is  estate,  &c. 
Toid  ab  inUio,  either  as  to  all  mankind,  or  as  to  some  particular 
person,  its  effect  may  then  be  avoided  by  plea. 

57.  Thus,  where  none  of  the  parties  to  a  fine  had  an  estate  of  Ante,  c.  5. 
freehold  in  the  lands  whereof  it  was  levied,  such  fine  was  totally  Co.  Read,  12. 
void  as  to  all  strangers,  and  might  be  avoided  by  pleading —  ^  ^°*^*  ^    ' 
Quod  partes  Jinis  nee  eorum  aKquis,  tempore  levationis  Jinis,  nihil 
habuerunt,  nee  eorum  aliquis  habuiU,  Sfc.     Sed  quidam  L  S.  cujus 

siatum  ipse  hahet. 

This  mode  of  avoiding  a  fine  appears  to  have  been  already 
established  in  the  time  of  Bracton : — Excusatur  enim  quis  quod  436  b. 
dameum  nan  apposuerit,  scilicet  ubi  finis  ipso  jure  sit  nullus,  ut  si 
/actus  fuit  de  tenemento  quod  alius  tenuit,  ut  si  ipse  qui  debuit 
dameum  apposuisse,  vel  antecessor  sutiSf  fuit  in  seisind  de  eddem  re, 
quando  finis  faeius  fuit,  et  non  ille  vel  antecessor  suus  quifinem 
aU^at. 

58.  The  reason  that  fines  levied  by  persons  who  had  no  freehold 
estate  in  the  lands  had  no  effect  is,  because  it  divested  no  estate ; 
those  who  were  entitled  to  the  lands  whereof  the  fine  was  levied 

being  in  possession  thereof:  and  it  has  been  already  stated,  that  Ante,  c.  13. 
no  estate  was  barred  or  afiected  by  a  fine  unless  it  was  devested 
out  of  the  real  owner. 

59.  The  plea,  quod  partes  firus  nihil  habuerunt,  might  originally 
have  been  pleaded  by  any  person  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  fine. 

And  there  is  a  very  long  case  in  the  Rolls  of  Parliament,  Rot.  Pari. 

.  vol.  ii  122 

14  Edw.  3.  No.  31,  in  which  it  was  determined  that  a  stranger 
should  be  allowed  this  averment.  It  has  been  already  stated,  Ante,c.  n. 
that  by  the  third  saving  in  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.,  this  plea  is 
allowed  to  erery  person  not  party  or  privy  to  the  fine ;  but  that 
it  is  settled  that  the  issue  in  tail  are  comprised  under  the  word 
privy,  and  are  therefore  deprived  of  this  plea. 

60.  Lord  Coke  says,  that  in  some  cases  privies  in  blood,  and  3  lut.  517. 
inheritable  also,  shall  have  an  averment  against  the  fine,  not- 
withstanding the  Stat.  4  Hen  7. ;  and  therefore  if  tenaat  in  tail 
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accepts  a  tine  tur  cognizance  de  droit  come  ceo,  ifc.,  the  iBtae  in  tul, 
that  is  priry  and  heir  in  tail,  shall  arer  continnance  of  poeaesuoD 
in  the  father,  for  it  staods  well  with  the  fine.  And  so,  in  the  cw 
above,  if  tenant  in  tail  had  granted  and  rendered  the  land  to  the 
conozor,  the  issue  in  tail  might  have  averred  continuance  of  poi- 
sesBiOD  in  the  fatho-;  for  the  fine  was  executory,  and  notbiif 
vested  in  the  conuzor  till  execution. 

61.  1 1  is  said  in  the  Toochstone,  that  the  cognizor  oi  cogniiK 
of  a  fine  must  have  an  estate  of  freehold  in  possession,  levenioB, 
or  remainder ;  but  this  is  a  mistake,  fiir  if  a  person,  having  ool; 
an  estate  in  remainder  or  reversion,  levied  a  fine,  it  might  be 
avoided,  on  the  ground  that  partetfiim  mhil  haimenmt. 

62.  Lord  Carhampton  being  tenant  for  life,  remaiDdei  to  hit 
wife  for  life,  remainder  to  his  eldest  son  in  tail,  the  eldest  no 
levied  a  fine  in  the  Ufetime  of  his  father,  and  while  bis  father  n> 
in  possession.  On  the  death  of  Lord  Carhampton  his  son  en- 
tered, and  continued  in  possession  for  seven  years.  Lady  Cu- 
Hampton  then  brought  an  ejectment  against  her  son,  to  vhich 
he  pleaded  the  fine  and  nonclaim.  On  the  trial,  two  exceptiou 
were  taken  to  the  Judge's  opinion :  first,  because  he  admitted 
evidence  to  prove  that  the  defendant  had  no  estate  in  possesuoo 
in  the  lands  when  he  levied  the  fine :  secondly,  it  being  ptofed 
that  the  estate  was  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant's  fatba 
when  the  fine  was  levied,  because  he  held  that  no  entiy  was  k- 
cessary  to  avoid  the  fine,  or  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  bring  the 
ejectment 

I  Lord  Carleton  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Connuo 
Fleas,  that  the  fine  was  no  bar,  because  the  defendant  had  do 
estate  in  the  lands;  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  mtuDtaiDSo 
ejectment,  without  making  an  entry. 

63.  Richard  Rowe  devised  all  his  estates  to  Richard  Bowe  hit 
son  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  the  heirs  of  bis  body  in  tail, 

,  and  for  default  of  such  heirs,  to  his  three  daughters  and  tbeii 
heirs.  Richard  Rowe  the  son,  by  a  deed  dated  in  1724,  ga<e, 
granted,  assigned,  and  set  over  to  his  mother,  the  posseseioa  oi 
the  full  third  part  of  all  the  premises,  to  hold  to  her  for  her  life, 
as  if  she  bad  been  in  pOBsession  of  the  same  by  virtue  of  a  wnt 
of  dower;  and  livery  of  seisin  was  given  to  the  widow  accordii^ 
to  this  deed,  who  thereupon  entered  and  became  seised  of  uie 
undivided  third  part  of  all  the  lands  contuned  in  the  said  deed, 
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and  continued  so  seised  till  her  deaths  in  1759.  .Richard  Rowe 
the  son,  in  1730,  levied  a  fine  sur  cognizance  de  droit  come  ceo, 
t^c.  with  proclamations,  of  the  whole  of  the  premises,  and  suflTer^ 
ed  a  common  recovery  thereof,  and  died  without  issue,  having 
devised  away  all  the  estate  to  a  stranger.  The  son  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  the  three  sisters  brought  an  ejectment  for  the  recovery 
of  an  undivided  third  part  of  the  estate :  to  this  the  defendant, 
the  devisee,  pleaded  the  fine,  and  five  years  nonclaim. 

The  question  was,  whether  this  fine  and  nonclaim  was  a  bar 
to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
Ireland  held  that  it  was  not.  Upon  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Ex* 
chequer  Chamber  of  Ireland,  the  judgment  was  afiirmed. 

Upon  a  writ  of  error  to  the  House  of  Peers  it  was  contended, 
that  the  assignment  of  dower  was  void,  and  therefore  the  widow 
took  no  estate  under  it;  so  that  Richard  Rowe  being  seised  of 
the  freehold,  the  fine  operated  on  the  whole  estate,  and  not  on 
two-thirds  of  it  only. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  error  it  was  said,  that  as  Richard 
Rowe  the  sou  had  nothing  but  an  estate  in  remainder  in  the 
third  assigned  to  his  mother  in  dower,  the  fine  with  respect  to 
this  third  was  within  the  exception,  quod  partes  Jisds  nihil  habue- 
runt.  For  this  was  a  fine  sur  amuzance  de  droits  8^c.  which 
always  imported  an  estate  in  possession  in  one  of  the  parties, 
.  which  must  be  at  the  least  an  estate  of  freehold,  as  a  fine  par- 
taking of  the  nature  of  a  real  action,  could  not  be  levied  of  a 
chattel  interest;  and  there  were  other  species  of  fines  for  passing 
freehold  interests  in  remainder  or  reversion.  A  party  therefore 
insisting  upon  a  fine  sur  conuzance  de  droit,  S^c.  with  nonclaim, 
as  a  bar  to  a  stranger,  was  bound,  in  answer  to  the  exception 
quod  partes  Jinis  nihil  habuerunt,  to  show  that  either  of  the  parties 
had  such  an  estate  as  could  qualify  him  to  levy  a  fine  of  that  de- 
scription, that  was,  at  the  leaat  an  estate  of  freehold  in  posses- 
sion. It  was  the  very  issue,  knit  by  the  express  words  of  the 
plea,  quod  partes  Jinis  nihil  habuerunt  ut  de  libero  tenemento.  Co. 
£nt.  632  a.  So  since  the  statutes  of  pernors  of  profits,  the  entry 
had  always  been  quod  partes  Jinis  nihil  habuerunt ,  nee  in  posses^ 
sione,  nee  in  usu.  And  the  pleading  weut  on,  sed  quidam  A.  JB, 
fuit  seisitm  tempore  Jinis. 

The  following  question  was  put  to  the  Judges — *'  Whether  the 
fine  was  a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  title?"    Sir  James  Mansfield, 
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C.  J.  deUvered  their  opinion.  He  said  the  case  depended  <m  Ae 
effect  of  the  deed,  by  which  the  son  gave  to  his  mother  ooe 
whole  undivided  third  of  the  lands.  It  was  admitted  thiongk- 
out  the  whole  argument  for  the  plaintiff,  that  if  this  deed 
operated  as  an  assignment  of  dower,  the  fine  was  no  bar;  aod 
this  was  admitted,  because  in  the  case  it  was  stated  that  Richard 
Howe,  who  levied  the  fine,  had  no  seisin  in  the  premises:  he 
had  no  freehold  in  the  land  as  to  one  third,  which  was  giTCo 
instead  of  dower  by  the  assignment  of  the  deed  of  1724,  if  that 
was  a  good  assignment.  With  regard  to  that  one  third,  a  fin 
could  have  no  operation  as  against  strangers ;  supposing  it  to  be 
well  assigned  by  way  of  dower,  it  could  have  no  other  effect  thin 
that  of  merely  passing,  by  way  of  grant,  the  remainder.  Bj 
statute,  the  fine  barred  tlie  issue  in  tail,  and  made  the  estate  d^ 
scend  as  a  fee,  so  long  as  there  was  such  issue;  bat  the  fine 
could  not  affect  the  precedent  estate  of  the  widow,  if  the  assign- 
ment of  her  dower  was  good.  If  therefore  the  deed  had  the 
effect  of  an  assignment  of  dower,  there  was  an  end  of  the  bar. 

He  then  stated  that  the  assignment  of  dower  was  good,  and 
transferred  the  freehold  to  the  widow ;  and  concluded,  that  th 
Judges  concurred  with  him,  that  the  fine  did  not  operate  as  i 
bar. 
The  judgment  was  affirmed. 

64.  It  should  however  be  observed  that  a  fine  of  this  iund 
Ante,  c.  12.8.7.  will  operate  against  the  parties  by  estoppel,  and  by  that  meaa 

transfer  an  estate  indirectly  from  the  c(^izor  to  the  cognizee. 
Ante,  c.  10.  65.  In  the  case  of  a  trust  estate,  the  plea  quod  partes  Jwii  mU 

habuerunt,  is  not  allowed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  as  has  been 
already  shown. 
Avennentof  66.  By  the  common  law,  a  fine  might  be  avoided  on  aceooat 

of  any  fraud  in  the  parties  who  levied  it.    Thus  Bracton  says,- 
436  b.  Excusatur  etiam  quis  quod  clameum  non  apposuerii,  sijinisf^ 

fueritper  dolum  velfraudem,  vel  alio  modo  in  aUerimpngvUxii^ 
quod  Jims  tenere  non  debeat. 
Hangate'scase,  67.  In  29  EKz.  oue  Hubert  was  convicted  in  the  Star  CbaD- 
6  ReD.  68  b.'  ber,  upon  a  bill  exhibited  against  him  for  procuring  one  Webster 
Supra,  c.  2. '  ^  acknowledge  a  fine  in  the  name  of  Alexander  Gillibrand,  wbo 
8. 69.  ^{^  tij^Q  beyond  sea.    The  sentence  was,  that  he  should  be 

fined  and  imprisoned  ;  and  that  the  fine  thus  levied  should  be 
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avoided,  if  it  could  be  so  done,  by  entering  a  vacat  on  the  roll,  or 
otherwise,  as  the  Justices  of  the  Common  Pleas  should  best  ap- 
prove :  and  if  it  could  not  be  so  made  void,  that  then  Hubert,  by 
fine  or  otherwise,  as  Gillibrand  might  devise,  should  reconvey 
the  land  to  him  and  his  heirs. 

68.  "  Lord  Keeper  Egerton  said  he  had  always  noted  this  dif-  s.  c.  Cro.£iix. 
ference.    If  one  of  my  name  levies  a  fine  of  my  land,  I  may  well 

confess  and  avoid  this  fine,  by  showing  the  special  matter ;  for  Ante»  c.  2. 
that  stands  well  with  the  fine.  But  if  a  stranger  who  is  not  of 
my  name  levies  a  fine  of  my  land  in  my  name,  I  shall  not  be  re- 
ceived to  aver  that  I  did  not  levy  the  fine,  for  that  is  merely  con- 
trary to  the  record ;  and  so  it  is  of  all  reconusances,  and  other 
matters  of  record.  But  I  conceive,  when  the  fraud  appears  to 
the  Court,  as  here,  they  may  well  enter  a  vacat  on  the  roll,  and 
so  make  it  no  fine;  although  the  party  cannot  avoid  it  by  aver- 
ment, during  the  time  that  it  remains  as  a  record." 

69.  Soon  after  the  Restoration,  doubts  were  entertained  re- 
specting the  power  of  Parliament  to  set  aside  a  fine  obtained  by 
force  and  fraud. 

A  bill  having:  been  brought  into  the  House  of  Lords  to  vacate  Loids' Joan, 
certain  fines  unduly  procured  to  be  levied  by  Sir  Edward  Powell  i2Car.^2. 
and  Dame  Mary  his  wife,  the  House  commanded  the  Judges  to 
deliver  their  opinions  thereon  in  point  of  law.  The  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  King's  Bench  delivered  it  as  his  opinion,  and  that 
of  all  the  rest  of  the  Judges,  to  be,  ''  That  they  did  not  find  by 
any  record  or  precedent  in  their  law-books  any  fine  which  had 
been  perfected,  that  had  been  vacated  for  fraud  or  force  in  Par- 
liament, or  any  other  place."  The  question  was  then  put, 
whether  the  fine  was  obtained  by  force ;  and  it  was  resolved  in 
the  affirmative.  The  bill  passed,  but  the  following  protest  was 
entered,  signed  by  Lord  Chancellor  Hyde  and  several  other  id.  p.209i 
Lords,  ^'  That  fines  are  the  foundations  of  the  assurances  of  the 
realm,  upon  which  so  many  titles  depend,  and  therefore  ought  not 
to  be  shaken;  nor  hath  there  any  precedent  occurred  to  us 
wherein  any  fines  have  been  vacated  by  judgment  or  act  of  Par- 
liament, or  otherwise,  without  consent  of  the  parties ;  the  eye  of 
the  law  looking  upon  fines  as  things  always  transacted  by  con- 
sent, and  with  that  reverence,  that  no  averment  whatsoever  shall 
be  against  them  when  they  are  perfected."    In  the  House  of 
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CommoBi^        Commons  coonsei  were  heard  for  and  against  this  bill;  and  the 
p!*3S/°  ''^  House  being  satisfied  that  they  had  full  power  and  jurisdiction  of 

27  ^*  ^"'*'  *®  ^^^'  *®  "^^^  passed. 
3  Rep.  80  a.         70.  A  fine  might  also  be  avoided  by  an  averment  of  frandib 

T^32.  c.  27     consequence  of  the  statute  27  Eliz.  c.  4.,  where  it  appeared  to 
&  28.  have  been  levied  to  secret  uses,  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  pur- 

chasers :  or  by  an  averment  of  usury,  under  the  statute  13  EKl 
C.8. 
Courti  of  71.  Although  a  fine  duly  levied  was  as  effectual  and  bmding 

^^^'  in  a  court  of  ^uity,  as  in  a  court  of  law ;  because  it  is  one  of  tie 

common  assurances  of  the  realm,  and  was  originally  institated 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  those  who  were  in  possession  of  lands 
against  all  claims  whatever ;  yet  if  any  fmud  or  undue  pnctiee 
appears  to  have  been  used  in  obtaining  the  fine,  the  Court  of 
Day  «.  Hungat,  Chancery  will  then  relieve  against  it,  as  much  as  against  inj 
116.  other  conveyance  ;  for  though  it  might  be  extremely  improper 

Weiw  *  ^^^  inconvenient  to  admit  of  an  averment  in  a  court  of  common 

Tothiu,  99.  law  against  a  fine  obtained  by  fraud,  because  it  would  be  dan- 
gerous to  permit  the  evidence  of  a  record  to  be  questioned  in  vaj 
case  whatever,  yet  as  there  was  a  method  in  which  relief  miglit 
be  given  in  cases  of  this  kind,  without  contradicting  the  princi- 
ples of  the  common  law»  it  was  highly  proper  that  a  court  of 
equity  should  adopt  it ;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  appears  to 
have  exercised  this  jurisdiction  as  early  as  the  reign  of  Qntfi 
Elizabeth. 

72.  The  Court  of  Chancery  however  does  not  absolatdyset 

aside  a  fine  so  obtained,  nor  does  it  send  the  party  aggrie?ed  to 

Ante,  c.  10.       the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  get  it  reversed ;  but  it  consider! 

all  those  who  have  taken  an  estate  by  such  fine,  with  notice  of 

the  fraud,  as  trustees  for  the  persons  who  have  been  defrauded; 

and  decrees  a  reconveyance  of  the  lands,  on  the  general  grooil 

of  laying  hold  of  the  ill  conscience  of  the  parties,  to  make  tbea 

do  that  which  is  necessary  for  restoring  matters  to  their  fonKr 

Clark  tp.  Ward,   situation.    With  respect  to  any  technical  error  in  a  fine,  orinfr 

150.   4  BroJ     gularity  in  the  commissioners  who  took  the  acknowledginent  of 

s^Johna^n^d      ^^>  *^®®  ^^^  matters  only  cognizable  in  the  Court  of  Comooo 

?1?®t    «««    Pleas ;  because  a  fine  being  of  the  same  nature  as  a  judgment, 

1  Ab«  Eq.  289.    ,  ,,  ..j 

1  Yes.  289.        is  properly  examinable  in  that  court  only  where  it  is  entered. 
Wrieht  V.  73.  The  plaintifi*  being  simple,  was  drawn  in  to  levy  a  fioe » 

Tot  101.  his  lands.     It  was  ordered  that  the  lands  should  be  re-assured,  ii 
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the  defendant  did  not  pay  a  valuable  consideration ;  or  if  he 
failed  of  payment  thereof,  then  the  said  lands  should  be  re- 
assured. 

74.  A  bill  was  filed  by  one  Coleby,  to  be  relieved  against  a  Coieby  v. 
purchase  made  from  the  plaintifi*'s  father ;  suggesting  that  he  i  Vem.  205. 
had  been  circumvented  and  imposed  upon  by  the  defendants. 

On  the  other  side  the  defendants  insisted  on  their  purchase ;  and 
it  appeared  that  there  were,  first,  articles  for  the  purchase  under 
hand  and  seal ;  and  some  time  after  that,  a  conveyance  actually 
made  and  executed,  in  pursuance  of  these  articles,  and  the  pur- 
chase-money paid  and  secured ;  and  after  all  this,  a  fine  levied 
by  the  plaintifi*'s  father  to  the  purchaser. 

Lord  Keeper  North  set  the  purchase  aside,  because  there  ap- 
peared to  have  been  some  art  used  to  persuade  the  plaintiff's 
father  to  sell  the  lands. 

75.  A  person  prevailed  on  a  woman  to  levy  a  fine  of  some  Woodhouse  v. 
houses,  and  to  execute  a  deed  declaring  the  uses  thereof  to  him-  2  Vm.  307. 
self  and  his  heirs.     It  being  proved  that  the  woman,  at  the  time 

of  levying  the  fine,  declared  that  she  must  make  use  of  some 
friend's  name  in  trust  for  herself;  and  she  having  afterwards  de- 
clared in  her  will,  that  she  only  levied  the  fine  for  the  better 
enabling  her  to  dispose  of  her  estate ;  and  having  devised  it  to 
J.  S.  subject  to  the  payment  of  her  debts ;  the  Court  of  Chancery  Penne  0. 
decreed,  not  only  that  the  lands  were  liable  to  the  debts  of  the  ^^^^^4], 
testatrix ;  but  also  that  the  person  to  whose  use  the  fine  was 
declared,  should  convey  the  houses  to  J.  S.,  according  to  the 
wiU. 

76.  By  the  common  law,  if  an  infant  or  idiot  has  by  any  neg-  Ante,  c.  6. 

Q  Tlpn   Aft  9  ' 

lect  or  contrivance  been  permitted  to  levy  a  fine,  his  declaration  10  _'  42  b. 
of  the  uses  thereof  will  be  good  at  law,  so  long  as  the  fine  re-  l?,~li??*' 

Hob.  224* 

mains  in  force ;  and  if  the  fine  is  never  reversed,  his  declaration  1  Yes.  304. 
of  the  uses  will  be  binding  and  conclusive  on  him  and  his  heirs 
for  ever:  because  the  law  will  not  presume  thkt  a  fine,  which  is 
a  solemn  act  on  record,  has  been  levied  by  a  person  labouring 
under  such  disabilities ;  and  therefore,  until  the  fine,  which  is 
the  principal,  is  annulled,  the  declaration  of  the  uses  thereof 
will  remain  good.  Thus  stands  the  common  law  on  this  point ; 
but  as  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  in  many  instances  compelled 
persons,  who  had  obtained  estates  under  a  fine  in  a  fraudulent 
manner,  to  reconvey  them  to  those  who  were  really  entitled 


1 


264  TUk  XXXV.  Bnt.  Ch.  XIV.  i.  76--«l. 

Rmhley  v.        thereto;  GO  that  Court  will  interpose  its  authority  in  cases  of  this 
Toth.  42. '         kind,  and  not  suffer  the  declaration  of  uses  of  a  fine  levied  by  to 

infant  or  idiot  to  bar  his  heirs ;  as  no  species  of  fraud  canbemoie 

evident,  than  that  of  obtaining  a  conveyance  from  a  penoQ  of 

this  description. 

Dawion  ^'  ^^'  "^^^  where  one  Addison  by  a  first  and  second  inqaisition 

3Verir.678.      was  found  a  lunatic  in  1706.  from  the  year  1689,  without  aoy 

2  Ve».  403. 

3  AUl.  313.*       lucid  interval.    The  defendant  had  got  a  mortgage,  and  at  last 

an  absolute  purchase,  at  a  great  undervalue,  by  deeds,  fines,  and 
recoveries. 
The  Court  set  aside  the  purchases. 
Ch.  10.  78.  It  has  been  already  stated,  that  a  fine  levied  by  a  tnistee 

will  not  be  allowed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  protect  either 
the  trustee  or  any  person  having  notice  of  the  trust.   Thus  in 

1  Vera.  149.      the  case  of  Bovey  v.  Smith,  the  Lord  Keeper  put  this  case  to 

Serjeant  Maynard  — '^  A.  seised  in  fee  in  trust  for  B.,  for  fol 
consideration  conveys  to  C,  the  purchaser  having  notice  of  the 
trust;  and  afterwards  C,  to  strengthen  his  own  estate,  levies  a 
fine.  Whether  B.  the  cestui  que  trust  be  not  in  that  case  bonnd 
to  enter  within  five  years  ?  And  the  counsel  were  all  of  opimon 
that  he  was  not ;  for  C.  having  purchased  with  notice,  notwith- 
standing any  consideration  paid  by  him^  was  butatnisteete 
B. ;  and  so  the  estate  not  being  displaced,  the  fine  cannot  bar." 
3  Atk.  563.  79. '  In  the  case  of  Shields  v.  Atkins,  Lord  Haidwicke  said  it 

would  be  dangerous,  where  a  person  entered  on  the  foot  of  a 
trust,  and  never  made  any  declaration  of  his  having  performed 
the  trust,  to  construe  this  such  an  entry,  as  that  a  fine  and  nxxr 

2  Vm.  482.       claim  afterwards  would  be  a  bar.    And  in  the  case  of  Lord  Pom- 

fret  V.  Lord  Windsor,  he  observed  that  a  court  of  equity  wooU 

not  sufifer  a  fine  levied  by  a  trustee,  to  bar  an  equitable  rigU. 

And  that  if  a  practice  of  this  kind  was  suffered  to  prevail.  > 

court  of  equity  might  as  well  be  abolished  by  act  of  Pailit- 

ment. 

80.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  suffer  a  fine  and  nonclumti) 

bar  any  charge  on  lands,  where  the  person  who  levied  the  6» 

had  notice  of  such  charge. 
Drapers  v.  81.  Thus  where  a  person  to  whom  lands  were  devised*  subject 

3  Vera.  662.      to  legacies,  levied  a  fine,  on  which  there  was  five  years  nonclaiOi 

and  afterwards  granted  a  rent-charge  and  mortgaged  the  lands; 
It  was  decreed,  that  the  fine  and  nonclaim  was  no  bar  to 
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legatees  under  the  will :  the  devisee  having  no  title  but  under  the 
uritly  was  implied  notice ;  and  all  other  purchasers*  if  any»  to  be 
brought  in  and  contribute. 

82.  It  is  a  principle  of  equity,  that  if  a  stranger  enters  upon 
an  infant's  estate,  and  receives  the  profits,  he  shall  be  looked 
upon  as  a  trustee  for  the  infant ;  and  that  the  laches  of  a  trustee 
shall  not  prejudice  the  cestui  que  trust. 

83.  Thus  where  A.  devised  lands  to  trustees  until  his  debts  Allen  v.  Saver 
were  paid,  and  then  to  an  infant  and  his  heirs.    The  defendant 

entered  on  the  estate,  and  levied  a  fine ;  five  years  passed ;  the 
infant  brought  an  ejectment  as  soon  as  he  had  attained  his  full 
age,  but  was  barred  by  the  fine  and  Uie  nonclaim  of  the  trustees. 

He  then  brought  his  bill  in  Chancery,  where  it  was  argued> 
that  although  the  fine  and  nonclaim  was  a  good  bar  at  law,  the 
legal  estate  being  in  the  trustees,  who  were  of  full  age,  and 
ought  to  have  entered,  yet  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  suffer 
by  their  laches,  being  an  infant. 

The  Court  decreed  the  possession,  and  an  account  of  the 
profits ;  declaring  that  the  fine  and  nonclaim  should  not  run 
upon  the  trust,  in  the  infant's  minority ;  nor  he  suffer  for  the 
laches  of  his  trustee. 

84.  A  mortgagor  of  a  term  for  years  could  not  bar  a  mortgagee  i  Vent  82. 

^^       I  j^^^  272, 

by  a  fine  and  nonclaim;  for  although  the  mortgagee  were  in  2Ves!482'. 
reality  out  of  possession^  yet  when  that  was  done  by  the  consent 
of  both  parties ;  and  the  nature  of  the  contract  required  it  should 
be  80,  while  the  interest  was  regularly  paid ;  it  would  be  against 
^  the  original  design  of  the  contract,  that  any  act  of  the  mort- 
gagor, except  the  payment  of  the  money,  should  deprive  the 
mortgagee  of  his  security.  And  with  respect  to  a  mortgage  in 
fee,  the  mortgagor  having  no  estate  of  freehold,  his  fine  would  be 
void  on  that  ground. 

86.  [In  Hall  v.  Doe  the  estate  was  mortgaged  in  fee  in  1780 ;  5  Bar.  &  Aid. 
default  was  made  in  payment  of  the  money,  but  the  mortgagor 
continued  in  possession,  until  his  death  in  1800 :  his  heir  at  law, 
in  1806,  conveyed  the  premises  to  a  purchaser  in  fee,  and  levied 
a  fine  with  proclamations.  The  heir  at  law  of  the  mortgagee 
claimed  the  possession  in  1813.  The  jury  found  that  the  prin- 
cipal was  not  paid  on  the  day  appointed,  but  there  was  not  any 
finding  whether  the  interest  had  or  had  not  been  paid  by  the 
mortgagor.    The  Court  of  K.  B.  held  upon  this  finding  it  must 
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be  taken  that  the  occupation  was  by  the  permissioa  of  the  mort- 
gagee, and  that  although  more  than  twenty  years  had  elapnd 
since  default  in  payment  of  the  money,  still  the  mortgagee  was 
not  bound  by  the  statute  of  Limitations,  and  that  the  fineha?iDg 
no  operation  did  not  require  the  entry  of  the  mortgagee  to 
avoid  it] 

86.  A  fine  and  nonclaim  by  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  would 
not,  upon  the  same  principle,  bar  the  equity  of  redemptioiL 
Thus,  where  a  fine  and  nonclaim  was  pleaded  to  a  bill  brought 
for  redemption  of  a  mortgage,  the  plea  was  overruled. 

This  doctrine  is  contradicted  in  a  subsequent  case ;  bnt  it 
appears  reasonable,  that  as  long  as  any  right  of  redemption  it 
expressly  or  impliedly  admitted  by  the  mortgagee  in  possessioD, 
his  fine  should  not  effect  it. 

87.  Where  a  fine  was  levied  by  a  person  who  had  got  into 
possession  under  a  forged  deed,  a  court  of  equity  would  not 
allow  it  to  have  any  operation.  And  where  tenants  gate  i 
conditional  possession  only,  provided  they  might  pay  their  rents 
to  a  third  person,  until  a  suit  was  determined,  a  fine  levied  under 
such  a  possession  would  not,  in  a  court  of  equity,  be  allowed  to 
have  any  effect. 

88.  Where  a  fine  was  levied  pursuant  to  a  decree  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  for  a  particular  purpose,  that  Court  would 
not  permit  it  to  operate  farther  than  the  decree  directed. 

89.  The  intention  of  marriage  articles  is  so  far  considered  is 
equity,  that  if  a  fine  were  levied  of  the  lands  comprehended  in 
such  articles,  to  different  uses,  a  court  of  equity  would  ooopd 
a  conveyance  of  the  lands  to  the  uses  of  the  marriage  articles, 
notviithstanding  the  fine. 

90.  The  plea  of  a  fine,  and  long  possession  under  it,  is  not  i 
good  bar  to  a  bill  brought  for  a  discovery  of  the  deeds  dedaiing 
the  uses  of  such  fine. 

91.  William  Lord  Brereton,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  in" 
propriate  rectory  of  Middlewich,  and  of  the  avowson  tf" 
vicarage  of  the  said  church,  as  appendant  to  the  rectory,  ^r^ 
with  Robert  Lowe  to  convey  the  same  to  him ;  and,  in  pursuanee 
of  this  agreement,  the  said  William  Lord  Brereton  and  ElizabeA 
his  wife,  and  William,  their  son  and  heir  apparent,  in  166«i 
levied  a  fine  sur  conusance  de  droit  come  ceo,  Sfc.  in  consideratioo 
of  1000/.  therein  mentioned  to  be  the  purchase-money,  in  tk 
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court  of  the  county  palatine  of  Chester,  to  the  said  Robert  Lowe, 
and  to  Edward  Minshall,  Gabriel  Hodgson,  and  John  Wilson, 
(who  all  three  died  in  Lowe's  lifetime),  and  to  the  heirs  of  the 
said  Robert  Lowe.     About  the  year*  1702,  Samuel  Tiowe,  the  son 
and  heir  of  Robert  Lowe,  presented  a  clerk  to  the  vicarage  of 
Middlewich,  who  was  instituted  and  inducted,  and  continued  in 
possession  till  his  death,  which  happened  in  the  year  1718,  when 
Francis  Lord  Brereton  presented  his  clerk  to  the  vicarage,  who 
was  instituted  and  inducted.    James   Lowe,  the  respondent's 
brother,  brought  a  writ  of  quare  impedit,  but,  before  the  matter 
was  determined,  the  incumbent  died,  and  the  respondent  Lowe, 
presented  his  clerk,  who  was  instituted  and  inducted  ;  and  the 
appellants  brought  their  writ  of  quare  impecUt,  to  recover  that 
turn  of  presentation,  claiming  the  same  under  a  conveyance 
from  the  family  of  Brereton.    The  respondent  Lowe  having 
pleaded  his  title  to  the  rectory  and  vicarage  under  the  purchase 
and  fine  above  mentioned,  the  appellants,  in  Easter  term,  1734, 
exhibited  their  bill  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  against  the  re- 
spondent, setting    forth,   that   William   Lord   Brereton  being 
minded  to  sell  the   glebe  and  tithes  of  the  said  rectory,  the 
respondent's  grandfather,  who  was  then  bailiff  to  Lord  Brereton, 
prevailed  on  him,  his  lady  and  son,  for  some  small  sum  of  money, 
to  sell  and  convey  to  the  said  Robert  Lowe  the  glebe  lands  and 
tithes  of  the  greatest  part  of  the  said  parish ;  and  other  parcels 
of  the  said  tithes  were  about  the  same  time  purchased  by  several 
other  persons,  and  conveyed  to  them  ;  and  the  said  Robert  Lowe, 
as  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  purchase  of  the  said  tithes, 
agreed  to  take  upon  himself  the  payment  of  the  stipend  of  nine-' 
teen  marks  to  the  vicar;  but  neither  he  nor  his  son  evei* pre- 
tended or  insisted  on  any  right  to  the  advowson  of  the  vicarage, 
nor  ever  attempted  to  present  thereto,  except  in  the  year  1702, 
when  Samuel  Lowe,  taking  advantage  of  John  Lord  Brereton's 
being  then  under  a  commission  of  lunacy,  presented  a  clerk. 
The  appellants  therefore  prayed,  that  the  respondent  might  dis- 
cover whether  there  was  not  some  deed  wherein  the  uses  of  the 
fine  were  declared,  and  whether  a  subsequent  fine  of  particular 
parcels  of  the  rectory  was  not  levied  in  1667,  and  deeds  executed 
declaring  the  uses  thereof.     In  bar  to  this  discovery,  the  respon- 
dent pleaded  the  purchase  so  made  by  Robert  Lowe  his  grand- 
father, and  the  fine  thereupon  levied  to  him  of  the  said  rectory, 
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and  the  advowson  of  the  said  vicarage  ;  and  also  the  paymentof 
the  said  sum  of  1000/.,  the  purchase-money  mentioned  in  such 
fine.  That  proclamatioas  were  duly  made  on  the  said  fine, ami' 
that  no  claim  was  made  to  the  premises  within  6re  yean  not 
after.  That  the  respondent,  and  those  claiming  under  bin, 
enjoyed  the  premises  for  fifty  years  and  upwards,  and  iamtt 
the  statute  of  Limitations. 

On  the  9th  of  November,  1734,  this  ptea  came  on  t 
ai^ued  before  the  Barons,  when  they  ordered  that  the 
should  be  allowed.  An  appeal  was  then  brought  in  the  G 
of  Lords ;  and,  on  behalf  of  the  appellants,  it  was  argned, 
the  fine  insisted  by  the  plea  to  have  been  levied  to  Robert  1 
Minshall,  Hodgson,  and  Wilson,  was  not  levied  with  an  inte 
to  convey  the  rectory  to  the  conusees  for  their  own  use,  bal 
to  clear  the  title  to  the  rectory,  which  was  then  intended 
sold  in  parcels ;  and  as  there  did  not  appear  to  be  any  dechi 
of  the  uses  of  this  fine,  it  would,  by  the  rules  of  law,  ns 
the  conusors.  That  the  end  of  the  bill  was  to  discofe 
intent  and  design  of  the  said  fine,  and  of  a  subsequent  Gne 
to  have  been  levied  in  1667  to  the  said  Robert  Lowe,  of  i 
parcels  of  the  said  rectory ;  and  by  the  discovery  of  this » 
fine,  and  the  uses  of  it,  and  the  consideration  of  such  convej 
to  show  that  the  uses  of  the  first  fine  did  result  to  the  com 
or  at  least  as  to  such  parts  of  the  rectory  as  were  not  partic 
conveyed  by  the  second  fine,  and  the  deeds  declaring  th< 
of  it;  and,  therefore,  the  first  fine  ought  not  to  have  been  pi 
in  bar  to  such  discovery,  without  a  denial  of  the  particali 
cumstances  charged  by  the  bill,  as  an  evidence  of  such  resi 
use.  •  That  the  respondent,  by  not  answering  or  denyin 
several  charges  in  the  bill,  touching  the  second  fine,  an 
declaration  of  its  uses,  did  implicitly  admit  the  same,  aiH 
the  advowson  of  the  vicarage  was  not  comprised  therein 
this  admission  was  a  strong  evidence  against  him,  to  shon 
the  first  fine  was  levied  only  for  the  purposes  above  meat 
and  that  nothing  more  was  intended  to  pass  to  his  ancestor 
what  was  particularly  comprised  in  the  second  fine,  and  tl 
claration  of  the  uses  thereof.  That  it  did  not  appear  ti 
plea  what  was  the  real  purchase^noney  of  the  advoffsoi 
that  the  same  was  paid  by  Robert  Lowe,  the  respondent's  i 
tor.    That  the  appellants  and  the  respond^it  derived  nod 
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same  title,  and  the  right  of  the  appellants  to  the  advowBon 
appeared  from  the  respondent's  own  conveyances ;  the  pretence, 
therefore^  of  his  ancestor's  being  a   purchaser,  without  any 
notice  of  the  appellant's  title,  was  without  foundation.    And  as 
to  the  quiet  enjoyment,  the  fine  and  non-claim,  and  the  statute 
of  Limitations,  set  up  as  a  bar  to  the  discovery  sought  by  the 
appellants,  it  was  said,  that  as  to  the  glebe,  and  such  part  of  the 
tithes,  parcel  of  the  said  rectory,  as  the  respondent  claimed, 
there  might  have  been  a  long  and  quiet  possession,  nor  was  his 
title  thereto  at  all  impeached  by  the  appellant's  bill ;  but  as  to 
the  advowson  of  the  vicarage,  the  only  evidence  of  enjoyment  in- 
sisted on  by  the  respondent,  was  a  presentation  about  the  year 
1702,  which  was  during  the  lunacy  of  Lord  John ;  and,  since 
that  time.  Lord  Francis,  his  heir,  presented  the  last  incumbent, 
and  regained  the  possession  of  the  vicarage.     It  was  therefore 
hoped,  that  the  said  plea  should  not  bar  the  appellants  of  a  full 
discovery  of  the  respondent's  title,  but  that  the  order  for  allowing 
the  same  should  be  reversed .   On  the  other  side,  it  was  contended , 
that  Robert  Lowe,  the  respondent's  grandfather,  and  under 
whom  he  claimed,  was  a  purchaser  of  the  rectory  and  the  ad- 
vowson of  the  vicarage,  by  the  fine  levied  in  1664,  for  1000/., 
without  any  notice  of  any  other  title;  and  therefore,  by  the 
known  and  established  rules  and  practice  of  courts  of  equity, 
the  respondent  ought  not  to  be  obliged  any  further  to  discover 
or  disclose  his  title ;  nor  were  the  appellants  entitled  to  the  aid 
of  a  court  of  equity  in  respect  to  such  title.    That  by  the  fine, 
proclamations,  and  nonclaim  thereupon,  and  by  the  length  of 
peaceable  possession  and  enjoyment,  which  the  respondent's 
grandfather,  father,  and  brother,  and  those  claiming  undenthem, 
had  successively  of  the  said  advowson,  under  the  said  fine  and 
purchase;  the  title  under  which   the  appellants,  by  their  bill 
claimed  the    same,  was    utterly  and  e£fectually   barred  and 
defeated  both  at  law  and  in  equity ;  and,  therefore,  the  order  for 
allowing  the  plea  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dis- 
missed with  costs.    After  hearing  counsel  on  this  appeal,  it  was 
ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  order  therein  complained  of 
should  be  reversed;  and  that  the  plea  should  stand  for  an 
answer,  with  liberty  to  except  so  far  as  to  oblige  the  respondent 
to  discover  any  conveyance  or  conveyances  made  by  William 
Lord  Brereton  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  and  Wm.  Brereton,  Esq. 
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their  son,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  to  Robert  Lone,  die  re- 
Bpondent's  grandfather,  alone,  or  jointly  with  any  other  pernio 
or  persons ;  and  to  discover  any  deed  or  deeds,  declaring  the 
Qses  of  a  fine,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  to  be  levied  in  tlie 
16th  year  of  King  Charles  II.,  or  declaring  the  uses  of  a  fine  in 
the  pleadings  also  mentioned  to  be  levied  in  the  year  1667. 

92.  Although  a  bill  in  equity  is  not  such  an  action  u  wiU 
avoid  a  fine,  if  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit  be  of  legal  jaiii- 
diction ;  yet  still  in  some  instances,  the  filing  a  bill  tn  a  couitof 
equity  will  prevent  the  bar  arising  from  a  fine  and  nondaim. 
And  in  cases  of  this  kind,  the  court  will  direct  a  trial  at  Ur, 
with  an  order  that  the  defendant  shall  not  set  up  the  fine  in  bir 
of  the  plaintiff's  claim ;  upon  the  same  principle  that  a  coott  of 
equity  nometimes  directs  that  the  defendants  in  a  suit  of  hw 
shall  not  plead  the  statute  of  limitations. 

93.  Sir  John  Thornycroft,  Bart,  being  entitled  to  the  remaiodet 
in  fee  of  the  estates  in  question,  expectant  on  the  decease  of  bii 
sister  Elizabeth,  the  then  wife  of  General  Uaodasyde,  derrstd 
the  same  to  Henry  Forster  in  fee.  After  the  decease  of  ^ 
John  Thornycroft,  disputes  arose  between  Mrs.  Handasyde  {wbo 
was  heir  at  law  of  Sir  John  Tliornycroft)  and  Mr.  Foreur, 
respecting  the  validity  of  this  will,  which  were  compronii»d: 
and  Mr.  Forster,  in  consideration  of  630/.,  conveyed  all  ^ 
interest  in  the  estates  devised  by  the  said  will-  to  Genenl 
Handasyde  and  his  wife  in  fee  as  joint  tenants.  Mrs.  Handas)!!: 
survived  her  husband,  and,  having  no  issue,  she  devised,  among 
other  estates,  "  her  estate  and  manor  of  Stockwell,  in  the  paiisli 
of  Lambeth,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  all  thereunto  belong- 
ing, to  Henshaw  Thornycroft,  and  bis  heirs  male ;"  and  appointed 
him  her  executor.  Upon  the  death  of  Mrs.  Handasyde,  Hw 
shaw  Thornycrofl  entered  into  possession  of  all  the  eslaUi 
whereof  she  was  seised,  among  which  was  a  farm  situate  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary,  Newington,  but  which  was  not  withiailK 
manor  of  Stockwell,  and  therefore  did  not  pass  by  the  trill ;  >i>d 
in  Hilary  term,  1773,  levied  a  fine  and  suffered  a  recovery  of  »11 
those  estates,  in  order  to  bar  the  entail.  Previous  to  this, 
Elizabeth  Pincke  and  Ann  Thornycroft,  who  were  theheiisit 
law  of  Mrs.  Handasyde,  filed  their  bill  in  the  Court  of  ChanceT 
against  Henshaw  Thornycroft,  praying,  that  the  said  Thornycroft 
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might  set  forth  the  dates  and  short  contents  of  all  the  deeds, 
evidences,  and  writings  in  his  custody  or  power,  relating  to  the 
estates   whereof   Mrs.   Handasyde   died  seised ;   and   that  he 
might  likewise  set  forth  and  discover  of  what  lands  of  the  said 
Mrs.  Handasyde  he  was  in  possession,  which  were  not  comprised 
in  her  will,  and  for  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  premises  received  by  him  since  the  decease  of  Mrs.  Handa- 
syde, and  for  a  delivery  of  all   deeds  relating  thereto.     The 
defendant  by  his  answer,  denied   being  in  possession  of  any 
estates  belonging  to  Mrs.  Handasyde,  but  what  were  comprised 
in  her  will.    The  heirs  at  law  soon  after  discovered,  that  the 
farm  at  Newington  was  not  devised  by  the  will,  and  therefore 
brought  an  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  it.     Notice  of  trial 
having  been  given  just  before  the  summer  assizes,  1778,  a  few 
days  before  the  trial  was  to  come  on,  the  solicitor  for  the  defen- 
dant informed  the  solicitor  for  the  plaintiff  of  the  will  of  Sir 
John  Thornycroft,  and  that  the  production  of  that  will,  and 
setting  up  the  title  of  Henry  Forster  under  it,  would  non-suit  the 
plaintiff  in  ejectment;  but  did  not  mention  the  fine  or  the  deed 
by  which  Forster^s  title  was  conveyed  to  Mrs.  Handasyde,  that 
deed  being  in  fact  not  then  discovered.    The  heirs  at  law  gave 
notice  of  trial  for  the  Lent  assizes,  1779,  when  Henshaw  Thorny- 
croft set  up  the  fine  and  nonclaim ;  and  there  having  been  no 
actual  entry,  the  plaintiffs  were  nonsuited.     Upon   this,  the 
plaintiffs  filed  a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement,  praying,  that 
under  these  circumstances,  the  defendants  might  be  restrained 
from  setting  up  the  fine  in  any  manner  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
plaintiffs.    The  case  was  heard  before  the  Lords  Commissioners 
Loughborough,  Ashhurst,  and  Hotham;  and  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs  it  was  contended,  that  they  should  have  proceeded  to 
trial  at  the  summer  assizes,  1778,  which  was  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  five  years,  if  they  had  not  been  prevented  by  the 
information  of  the  solicitor ;  and,  therefore,  this  was  a  proper 
case  for  the  interference  of  a  court  of  equity.    They  insisted 
further,  that  the  filing  of  the  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  was 
of  itself  sufficient  to  prevent  the  bar,  arising  from  the  fine  and 
non-claim  taking  place. 

For  the  defendants,  it  was  urged,  that  there  was  no  impro- 
priety in  the  solicitor's  conduct ;  that  the  Court  would  not  inter- 
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fere  to  prevent  the  operation  of  a  fine,  unless  in  cases  of  fraud; 
and  that  the  bill  being,  in  substance,  a  mere  bill  for  discovery, 
could  not  operate  to  prevent  the  bar  arising  from  the  fine. 

Lord  Loughborough. — '^  If  it  were  made  out  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  prevented  from  trying  their  cause  by  fraud,  I  should 
think,  under  the  principles  of  this  Court,  the  defendants  ought 
to  be  restrained  from  setting  up  the  fine  as  a  bar ;  but  here  the 
plaintiffs  take  it  for  granted  that  a  bill  filed  in  this  Court  for 
any  purpose,  will  prevent  the  statute  of  Limitations,  or  a  fine, 
barring.  All  legal  interests  are  bound  by  the  fine ',  if  the  snlgect 
matter  of  the  suit  be  of  legal  jurisdiction,  the  bringing  a  suit  in 
equity  will  nor  bar  the  operation  of  the  fine.  If  a  demand  of  a 
debt  be  made  here,  if  it  be  a  legal  debt,  this  Court  being  applied 
to  for  a  discovery,  will  not  prevent  the  statute  of  Limitations  from 
running ;  but  if  it  be  for  payment  out  of  assets^  for  which  this  is 
the  proper  jurisdiction,  there  the  filing  of  the  bill  is  the  coib- 
mencement  of  a  proper  suit.  I  do  not  say  that  a  case  may  not 
exist,  where  the  bad  faith  of  parties  may  make  a  ground  to  pre- 
vent a  fine  from  barring ;  but  here  was  only  a  communicatioD  of 
the  truth  of  the  case ;  the  attorney  stated  all  he  knew :  it  vns 
not  his  duty  to  give  notice  of  the  fine.  It  was  not  in  proof  that 
it  was  in  consequence  of  this  they  did  not  try  the  cause :  itivai 
their  own  judgment  that  decided  upon  it.  A  legal  bar  has  taken 
place  in  consequence  of  a  legal  provision ;  whether  that  provisioo 
be  wise  or  not,  it  must  bind.  No  hardship  has  occurred,  in 
consequence  of  which  they  can  say,  that  in  conscience  the  fine 
should  not  be  set  up.  This  is  a  legal  title,  over  which  this  Coort 
has  no  jurisdiction,  and  no  fraud  has  intervened.  The  bill  most 
therefore  be  dismissed." 

Lord  Commissioner  Ashurst — ''  I  am  of  the  same  opinion: 
where  a  bill  is  filed,  with  a  prayer  for  equitable  relief,  the  policy 
of  the  law  suspends  the  statute  of  Limitations ;  just  as  in  the  case 
of  the  commencement  of  an  action.  But,  with  respect  to  a  fioCi 
the  case  is  different ;  the  bringing  an  action  is  not  sufficient  to 
bar  the  operation  without  an  actual  entry ;  no  more  can  the 
bringing  a  suit  here  be  so,  unless  the  entry  was  prevented  by 
fraud.  In  any  other  case,  the  filing  the  bill  cannot  prevent  the 
bar;  and,  in  this  case,  there  was  no  fraud,  but  a  fair  dis- 
closure.'* 

Loixi  Commissioner  Hotham. — ''  If  the  filing  of  the  bill  is  not 
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a  sufficient  bar,  it  will  stand  on  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
It  was  a  mere  bill  of  discovery,  which  is  not  sufficient.  If  the 
circumstances  are  such,  that  there  had  been  an  imposition  on  the 
party,  I  think  the  Court  should  interpose  ;  but  it  was  a  fair  can- 
did conversation."    The  bill  was  dismissed. 

An  appeal  was  brought  from  this  decree  to  the  House  of 
Lords;  and,  on  behalf  of  the  appellants,  it  was  said,  that  it  be- 
longs to  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity,  not  only  to  give 
relief  where  the  party  entitled  to  the  lands  has  a  title  only  in 
equity,  but  also  where  the  plaintiff  in  equity  has  the  legal  estate, 
and  can  recover  at  law,  provided  the  deeds  which  are  evidence  of 
his  title  are  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  in  possession  of  the 
lands.  The  Court,  in  such  cases,  relieves,  by  decreeing  a  pro- 
duction of  the  deeds  upon  a  trial  at  law,  by  restraining  the  de- 
fendant from  setting  up  satisfied  terms;  and  (in  case  an  account 
of  the  rents  is  also  prayed)  will,  after  a  recovery  at  law,  by  the 
aid  of  the  Court,  decree  an  account  of  rents  and  profits.  In  like 
manner,  where  the  plaintiff  has  the  title  at  law,  and  can  make 
it  out  at  law,  without  any  aid  from  deeds  in  the  defendant's 
hands;  yet,  if  the  defendant  has  in  his  hands  an  instrument 
which  will  defeat  the  plaintiff's  legal  title,  and  has  also  another 
instrument  in  his  hands  which  will  restore  the  plaintiff's  title, 
equity  will  either  decree  the  defendant  not  to  give  the  first  in- 
strument in  evidence  at  law,  or  to  produce  both.  *  This  is  the 
present  case  :  for  the  plaintiffs,  as  heirs  of  Elizabeth  Handasyde, 
could  make  out  their  title  at  law  to  the  lands,  which  did  not 
pass  by  her  will,  without  any  aid,  by  proving  their  pedigree : 
but  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  defendants  to  nonsuit  the  plain- 
tiffs, by  showing,  that  Sir  John  Thornycroft  was  in  his  lifetime 
seised  of  the  estate  in  question,  and  that  he  devised  it  to  Forster, 
whereby  Elizabeth,  his  sister  and  heir  at  law,  was  disinherited. 
But  by  the  conveyance  of  1745  from  Forster  to  Elizabeth  in  fee- 
simple,  and  the  production  of  it  at  law,  the  plaintiffs  would  be 
reinstated  in  their  title  as  heirs  to  Elizabeth.  The  original  bill 
was  brought  for  a  production  and  inspection  of  all  the  title-deeds 
by  the  heirs  of  Elizabeth  Handasyde  against  the  devisee,  to 
which  production  the  heir  was  entitled.  And  tlie  plaintiffs  pre- 
suming that  some  aid  of  the  Court  might  appear  to  be  finally 
necessary  to  try  the  title  at  law,  the  bill  prayed  an  account  of 
rents  and  profits,  and  delivery  of  the  deeds  belonging  to  the  de- 
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sccnded  e&tates.     In  the  course  of  pursuing  and  obtsdniog  thia 
discovery,  it  came  out  that  Sir  John  Thornycroft  the  son  made  a 
will,  and  devised  to  Forster;  and  it  also  came  out  by  the  last 
answer,  that  Forster  had  conveyed  to  Elizabeth  Handasyde  in 
fee.   It  also  came  out,  that  the  lands  in  question  were  comprised 
in  an  old  settlement,  1722,  and  in  a  term  of  five  hundred  years 
thereby  created  for  raising  annuities,  which  have  been  satisfied, 
but  the  term  remained  outstanding ;  subject  to  which  term,  Sir 
John  Thornycroft  the  son  took  the  lands  in  question.    So  that 
it  was  undoubted,  that  if  there  were  no  other  circumstances  in 
the  case,  the  Court  had  a  jurisdiction,  and  should  have  decreed 
upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  that  the  bill  should  be  retained, 
with  liberty  for  the  plaintiff  to  bring  an  ejectment,  that  the  de- 
fendants, the  devisees,  should  not  set  up  the  term  of  five  hun- 
dred years ;  and  in  case  the  will  of  Sir  John  Thornycroft  the  son 
should  be  produced  in  evidence,  the  defendants  should  likewise 
produce  at  the  trial  the  deed  of  1745  ;  and  that  all  further  direc- 
tions should  be  reserved  till  after  the  trial  was  bad.    The  only 
circumstances  in  the  present  case  which  differed  from  the  above, 
and  which  were  the  grounds  of  dismissing  the  bill,  were,  that  in 
Hilary  term,  1773,  (the  next  after  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Handa-     9 
syde),  the  devisee  levied  a  fine  of  all  the  devised  estates,  and 
also  of  the  descended  estates  (having  entered  upon  both  imme- 
diately after  her  death).    The  original  bill  was  filed  in  177& 
The  five  years  nonclaim  ran  from  Michaelmas,  1778.  In  October, 
1781,  the  answer  came  in  which  discovered  the  deed  of  1745^ 
and  admitted  it  to  have  been  in  the  hands  of  the  devisee  from 
the  time  of  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Handasyde ;  and  the  answer 
also  stated  and  insisted  upon  the  fine  and  nonclaim.    The  cause 
was  heard  the  first  of  July,  1783,  at  which  time  the  Court  should 
have  added  to  the  directions  above  mentioned,  that  the  fine  and 
nonclaim  should  not  be  insisted  upon  at  law,  instead  of  dismiss- 
ing the  bill  upon  the  ground  of  such  fine  and  nonclaim  only,  ss 
the  nonclaim  had  elapsed  pending  the  suit  in  Chancery;  and 
therefore  the  Court  ought  not  to  have  permitted  the  defendant  to 
take  advantage  of  it  at  law.     For  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
suffer  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  be  changed,  pending  the  suit, 
in  a  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and  where  the 
Court  can  relieve ;  therefore,  if  a  trust  estate  is  before  the  Court 
in  a  lis  pendens,  and  a  sale  be  made  of  the  trust  estate,  without 
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actual  notice  of  the  cause  to  the  purchaser,  the  Court,  at  the 
hearing,  will  decree  the  relief  against  the  purchaser  which  the 
plaintiff  in  the  cause  was  entitled  to.  But  it  is  otherwise  after 
the  cause  is  at  an  end,  for  then  the  party  must  have  express  no- 
tice of  a  decree,  as  he  must  of  a  judgment  at  law,  to  affect  him 
with  equity.  So,  in  the  case  of  a  fine,  equity  will  not  suffer  a 
nonclaim  completed,  pending  the  cause,  to  prevent  the  Court 
from  doing  equity  :  otherwise  (as  Lord  Hardwicke  expressed  it 
in  2  Atk,  390,)  it  would  trip  up  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  if 
you  will  not  allow,  where  it  is  a  proper  matter  of  equity,'  a  bill 
to  prevent  the  running  of  a  fine.  So  where  a  court  of  equity  has 
directed  an  action,  the  defendant  has  been  restrained  from  setting 
up  the  statute  of  Limitations^  which  has  run  pending  the  suit  in 
equity. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  contended,  that  the  title  of  the 
appellants,  if  they  ever  had  any,  was  a  clear  title  at  law;  it 
needed  no  assistance  of  a  court  of  equity  to  bring  it  to  a  fair  dis- 
cussion :  and,  accordingly,  the  mother  of  the  appellant  Pincke, 
and  the  appellant  Thornycroft  brought  an  ejectment,  which 
might  have  been  fairly  tried  without  any  such  assistance:  and 
there  was  now  no  obstacle  to  a  legal  determination  of  the  rights 
of  the  appellants,  except  the  fine.     That  there  was  no  ground 
for  a  court  of  equity  to  interpose,  to  remove  the  legal  bar  created 
by  the  fine.     It  was  apprehended  the  farm  at  Newington  was 
devised  by  the  will :  but  supposing  the  contrary,  there  was  not 
in  the  case  any  circumstance  which  could  give  a  court  of  equity  . 
a  controul  over  the  legal  title  of  the  respondents,  nothing  which 
could  form  a  legal  obligation  upon  their  conscience,  not  to  set 
up  the  fine.    The  appellants  attempted  to  impute  fraud  to  the 
respondents  or  their  solicitor ;  but  the  bill  did  not  state  such  a 
case  as  warranted  the  imputation,  much  less  was  it  made  out  in 
proof.    A  fine  was  a  matter  of  record  open  to  the  inspection  of 
every  one ;  the  legislature  had  given  it  an  operation  to  bar  all 
claims  not  asserted  in  due  time ;  and  it  was  therefore  the  duty  of 
every  person  having  a  claim,  to  inform  himself  whether  there 
might  be  such  an  impediment  to  the  assertion  of  it.     Not  dis- 
closing to  an  adversary  that  a  fine  had  been  levied,  which  might 
in  time  be  a  bar  to  his  claim,  could  not  be  deemed  a  fraud.     It 
was  endeavoured,  therefore,  to  give  to  the  conversation  of  the 
solicitor  for  the  defendant  and  the  solicitor  for  the  plaintiff  in  the 
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ejectment  (of  which  there  was  no  evidence  but  the  aDswen), 
fluch  a  turn  as  might  make  it  appear  something  like  fraud.  Bot 
the  solicitor  for  the  defendant  merely  mentioned  a  claim  made 
by  persons  to  whose  apparent  title  he  was  then  unable  to  give 
any  answer,  and  which  had  therefore  excited  in  his  mind  much 
apprehension  for  his  client's  title ;  and  what  he  communicated 
was  not  only  true,  but  (according  to  the  information  he  then 
had)  was  the  whole  truth,  though  a  subsequent  accidental  dis- 
covery put  an  end  to  this  alarming  claim,  which,  if  it  kd 
prevailed,  was  superior  to  the  title  of  the  heirs,  as  well  as  of  the 
devisee  of  Mrs.  Handasyde.  It  was  true,  the  heirs  counter- 
manded their  notice  of  trial  of  the  ejectment ;  but  their  owo 
judgment  decided  their  conduct.  It  was  asserted  by  the  appel- 
lants, that  if  the  ejectment  had  proceeded  to  trial,  the  fine  most 
have  been  discovered,  and,  five  years  not  having  then  elapied 
from  the  last  proclamation,  the  heirs  might  have  entered  to 
avoid  the  fine.  But  this  assertion  was  not  founded  in  truth;  the 
will  of  Sir  John  Thornycroft  would  have  been  a  sufficient 
defence,  and  there  would  have  been  no  necessity  for  setting  up 
the  fine. 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged,  ''That  the  said  decree  or  order 
of  dismission  complained  of  in  the  said  appeal  should  be  re- 
versed. And  it  was  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  tbebil 
should  be  retained  for  twelve  months,  and  that  the  plaintifi 
should  be  at  liberty  in  the  meantime,  to  bring  such  action  or 
actions  at  law  as  they  should  be  advised,  &c.  And  it  was  further 
ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  said  defendant,  Edward  Thorny- 
ci*oft,  shoald  not  insist,  in  such  action  or  actions,  or  on  any  trial 
to  be  had  thereon,  on  the  fine  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  oroo 
any  non-claim  which  had  ensued  thereon,  or  any  other  fine  or 
non-claim  which  might  have  occurred  since  filing  the  origioal 
bill/' 
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CUAP.  I. 

Origin  and  Nature  of  Recoveries. {a) 

Sect.  1.  Origin  qf  Recoveries.  |    Sect.  9.  ManMer  of  iufferiag. 

Section  I. 

A  RECOVERY,  in  its  most  extensive  sense,  is  the  restoration  of 
a  former  right,  by  the  solemn  judgment  of  a  court  of  jastice; 
and  judgments,  whether  obtained  after  a  real  defence  made  by 
the  tenant,  or  upon  his  default,  or  feint  plea,  have  the  same 
force  and  efficacy  to  bind  the  right  of  the  land,  so  recovered,  and 
to  vest  a  free  and  absolute  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  reco?eror. 

2.  A  common  recovery  is  a  judgment  obtained  in  a  fictitbiu 
suit,  brought  against  the  tenant  of  the  freehold,  in  consequence 
of  a  default  made  by  the  person  who  is  last  vouched  to  warranty 
in  such  suit. 

3*  A  common  recovery  departs  so  far  from  the  original  modes 
of  transferring  property,  and  is  in  itself  so  complicated  and 
artificial  that  if  we  had  no  historical  evidence  of  the  time  when 
it  was  first  adopted  among  the  common  assurances  of  the  law, 
we  might  safely  pronounce  it  to  be  in  some  respects  a  modem 
invention.  But  the  fact  is  well  known  that  we  are  indebted  to 
the  ingenuity  of  the  ecclesiastics  for  the  introduction  of  common 
recoveries,  in  order  to  evade  the  statutes  of  mortmain,  by  which 
they  were  prohibited  from  purchasing,  or  receiving  under 
pretence  of  a  free  gift,  any  lands  or  tenements  whatever. 

4.  To  effect  this  purpose  the  religious  houses  used  to  set  up  a 
fictitious  title  to  the  lands  intended  to  be  given  or  sold,  and 
brought  an  action  against  the  tenant  to  recover  them ;  the  tenant 
by  collusion  made  no  defence,  whereby  judgment  was  given  for 
the  religious  bouse,  which  then  recovered  the  lands  by  sentence 
of  law,  upon  a  supposed  prior  title.  And  although  proceedings 
of  this  kind  were  carried  on  by  a  species  of  conventional  fraud, 
between  the  religious  house  and  the  tenant  of  the  land ;  yet  the 

(a)  [The  reader  is  referred  to  the  note  at  the  commenoemeDt  of  the  title  Fines,  wkick 
is  equally  applicable  to  the  subject  of  the  pieseat  title.    Vide  p.  63.  supra.] 
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Judges  held,  that  in  these  cases  the  religious  communities  did 
not  appropriate  such  lands  per  titulum  doni  vel  aherius  alie- 
nationis,  as  the  statute  De  religiosisy  7  Edw.  1 .  expresses  it ;  and 
that  they  were  not  within  the  words,  aut  alio  quovismodo  arte  vel 
ingenio.  For  as  recoveries  were  prosecuted  in  a  course  of  law, 
th^  were  presumed  to  be  just ;  and  it  was  accordingly  held  that 
they  were  not  within  the  statute. 

6.  The  notoriety  and  evidence  which  attended  feigned  re- 
coveries was  such,  that  they  were  not  used  by  the  ecclesiastics 
alone,  but  were  soon  adopted  by  lay  persons,  as  a  common  mode 
of  transferring  lands.  Thus  it  appears  by  the  statute  of 
Gloucester,  6  Edw.  1.  that  feigned  recoveries  were  at  that  time 
in  constant  use ;  for  it  is  provided  by  the  eleventh  chapter  of  that  2  Imt  321. 
statute,  that  a  termor  for  years  might  falsify  a  feigned  recovery 
suffered  bv  the  owner  of  the  inheritance. 

6.  The  want  of  moderation  on  the  part  of  the  ecclesiastics 
counteracted  the  effects  of  their  ingenuity ;  being  gratified  by 
the  success  of  their  practices,  they  had  such  frequent  recourse 
to  feigned  recoveries,  as  to  occasion  a  parliamentary  interference ; 

for,  by  the  statute  of  Westminster  2,  13  Edw.  1.  c.  32.  it  was  2  lost.  429. 

enacted,  that  in  all  cases  where  ecclesiastical  persons  recovered 

lands  by  default,  a  jury  should  try  the  right  of  the  demandants 

to  the  land,  and  if  the  religious  house  was  found  to  have  a  title, 

they  should  recover  seisin,  otherwise  it  should  be  forfeited  to  the 

immediate  lord  of  the  fee,  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  statute 

De  religiom. 

7.  In  consequence  of  this  statute,  feigned  recoveries  seem  to 
have  been  disused  for  a  considerable  time ;  nor  were  they  again 
brought  into  general  practice  until  some  centuries  afterwards, 
when  they  were  resumed  as  a  mode  of  evading  the  strictness  of 
the  statute  De  donis  conditionalibus, 

8.  Many  attempts  had  been  made  by  the  people  to  procure  a  Tit.  2/c.  2. 
legislative  repeal  of  this  offensive  and  impolitic  statute,  which  ** 

were  constantly  and  successfully  opposed  by  the  great  barons  ; 
but  as  the  inconveniences  arising  from  entails  were  so  manifest, 
the  ingenuity  of  the  Judges  was  continually  exerted  in  con- 
triving different  modes  of  evading  them.  At  length  a  case  arose 
in  12  Edw.  IV.  in  which  it  was  in  effect  determined,  upon  prin- 
ciples which  will  be  explained  in  a  subsequent  chapter,  that  a 
common  recovery,  suffered  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  should  operate  as 
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an  effectaal  bar  to  his  estate  tail,  and  also  to  all  the  estates  in 
remainder,  and  to  the  reversion  depending  thereon.  From  that 
time  common  recoveries  became  extremely  frequent,  and  haie 

WillesR.  451.  ever  since  been  considered  as  common  assorances,  by  means 
of  which  tenants  in  tail  were  enabled  to  bar  their  estates  tail, 
and  to  convert  them  into  estates  in  fee  simple. 

Ii^oer  of  9^  A  common  recovery  being  a  judgment  obtained  in  a  real 

action,  although  it  were  fictitious,  yet  the  same  mode  of  proceed- 
ing must  have  been  pursued,  and  all  those  forms  strictly  adhered 
to  which  were  necessary  to  be  observed  in  an  adversary  aoit 
For  as  Pigot  observes,  though  common  recoveries  are,  to  some 
intents,  deemed  fictitious  proceedings,  yet  it  is  necessary  theie 
should  be  adores  fabula. 

10.  The  first  thing,  therefore,  necessary  to  be  done  in  sofier- 
ing  a  common  recovery  was,  that  the  person  who  was  to  be  the 
demandant,  and  to  whom  the  lands  were  to  be  adjudged,  should 
sue  out  a  writ,  or  pradpe,  agfdnst  the  tenant  of  the  freehold; 
whence  such  tenant  was  usually  called  the  tenant  to  the 
pradpe. 

11.  In  obedience  to  this  writ,  the  tenant  appeared  in  Court, 
either  in  person  or  by  his  attorney ;  but  instead  of  defending  the 
title  of  the  land  himself,  he  called  on  some  other  person,  who 
upon  the  original  purchase  was  supposed  to  have  warranted  the 
title,  and  prayed  that  that  person  might  be  called  in  to  defend 
the  title  which  he  warranted,  or  otherwise  to  give  the  tenaot 
lands  of  equal  value  to  those  which  he  would  lose  by  defect  of 
his  warranty.  This  was  called  the  voucher,  vocatio,  or  calling  to 
warranty. 

12.  The  person  thus  called  to  warrant,  who  was  usually  called 
the  vouchee,  appeared  in  court,  was  impleaded,  and  entered  into 
the  warranty ;  by  which  means  he  took  upon  himself  the  defence 
of  the  land.  The  demandant  then  desired  leave  of  the  Coartto 
imparl,  or  confer  with  the  vouchee  in  private,  which  was  granted 
of  course.  Soon  after  the  demandant  returned  into  court,  bat 
the  vouchee  disappeared,  or  made  default;  in  consequence  of 
which  it  was  presumed  by  the  Court  that  he  had  no  title  to  the 
lands  demanded  in  the  writ,  and  therefore  could  not  defend 
them ;  whereupon  judgment  was  given  for  the  demandant,  then 
called  the  recoverer,  to  recover  the  lands  in  question  against  the 
tenant,  and  for  the  tenant  to  recover,  against  the  vouchee,  landi 
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of  equal  value,  in  recompense  for  those  so  warranted  by  him^  and 
so  lost  by  his  default. 

13.  This  was  called  the  recompense  of  recovery  in  value ;  but 
as  it  was  customary  to  vouch  the  crier  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  who  was  hence  called  the  common  vouchee,  the  tenant 
could  only  have  a  nominal,  and  not  a  real  recompense  for  the 
land  thus  recovered  against  him  by  the  demandant 

14.  A  writ  of  habere  facias  was  then  sued  out,  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  the  lands  thus  recovered  were  si- 
tuate ;  and  on  the  execution  and  return  of  this  writ,  the  recovery 
was  completed. 

15.  The  recovery  here  described  was  with  a  single  voucher; 
but  a  recovery  might  and  was  frequently  suffered  with  double, 
treble,  or  further  voucher^  as  the  exigency  of  the  case  might  re- 
quire ;  in  which  case  there  were  several  judgments  against  the 
several  vouchees. 

16.  In  a  recovery  with  double  voucher  the  tenant  in  tail  con- 
veyed an  estate  to  some  indifferent  person,  against  whom  the 
writ  was  brought;  this  person  being  tenant  to  the  pr^edpe^ 
vouched  the  tenant  in  tail,  who  vouched  over  the  common 
vouchee,  upon  whose  default  judgment  was  given  for  the  de- 
mandant against  the  tenant  to  the  pracipe,  and  for  the  tenant  to 
the  pracipe  against  the  tenant  in  tail,  and  for  the  tenant  in  tail 
against  the  common  vouchee. 
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Section  I. 

It  appears  from  the  preceding  chapter  that 
cumstances  were  aecessary  to  the  suffering  o 
very  :  I.  That  a  proper  writ  waa  sued  out.  11. 
ajrainst  whom  the  writ  was  hronght  was  actual  I 
hold.  III.  That  such  tenant  did  vouch  over  sc 
IV.  That  judgment  was  given  for  the  demac 
tenant,  and  for  the  tenant  against  the  vouchee 
the  recovery  was  executed  by  the  sheriff  of  the 
the  lands  lay.  We  shall  now  proceed  to  expli 
larly  those  different  circumstances. 

2.  A  common  recovery  being  a  real  action,  cc 
be  regulariy  commenced  without  a  proper  or 
might  he  suffered  on  any  writ  by  which  lands  « 
The  writ  which  was  usually  sued  out  for  that  pu 
of  entry  sur  disieisin,  in  the  nature  of  an  assize 


r^ 
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perly  grounded  on  a  disseisin  done  to  the  demandant  himself;  it 

niight  be  brought  in  the  pevy  the  per  and  the  cui,  and  the  post;  2  ln«t  164. 

1    •  ,  11*^1  Boothf  176. 

and  m  common  recoveries  it  was  always  brought  in  the  post. 
And  the  reason  why  this  writ  was  chosen  for  the  purpose  of 
suffering  common  recoveries  was,  because  the  tenant  might,  in 
this  species  of  action,  vouch  at  large,  and  was  not  bound  to 
▼ouch  within  the  degrees  of  the  per^  the  per  and  the  ctia,  and  the 
post ;  so  that  it  was  the  safest  action  for  the  purchasers,  who 
needed  not  to  fear  writs  of  error  for  wrong  or  illegal  vouchers. 

3.  There  was  a  fine  payable  to  the  Crown  at  the  Alienation 

office,  upon  suing  out  a  writ  of  entry,  of  the  same  kind  as  the  Tit.  35.  c  2. 
fine  payable  on  suing  out  a  writ  of  covenant  to  levy  a  fine. 

4.  If  a  recovery  were  suffered  without  an  original  writ,  it  .was  3  Rep.  3  a. 
not  absolutely  void,  but  only  voidable. 

5.  A  common  recovery  was  suffered,  but  no  vnrit  of  entry  was  Anon.  Lit. 

Ren  299 

filed ;  in  consequence  of  which  a  writ  of  error  was  brought.  It 
was  moved,  that  it  might  be  examined  whether  any  writ  of  entry 
had  been  filed  or  not ;  but  the  Court  denied  it :  though  if  it  ap- 
peared upon  record  that  a  writ  had  been  filed,  then  they  would 
consider  whether  a  new  writ  should  be  filed  or  not ;  and  it  was 
said,  that  if  a  recovery  was  exemplified,  pursuant  to  the  statute 
23  Eliz.  though  some  part  of  it  was  lost,  yet  it  would  be  aided. 

6.  By  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Trin.  30  Geo.  III.  i  H.  Black.  R. 

526. 

it  is  ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas 
term  then  next  ensuing,  in  every  common  recovery  wherein  the 
vouchee  or  vouchees  should  appear  at  the  bar  of  that  Court,  for 
the  purpose  of  suffering  such  recovery,  the  writ  of  entry  should 
be  sued  out  and  produced  at  the  time  of  the  recording  of  the 
-vouchee  or  vouchees'  appearance  at  the  bar,  at  the  foot  of  the 
pracipe  in  such  recovery. 

7.  The  writ  on  which  a  recovery  was  suffered,  ought  to  have  Conatrued 
been  similar  in  every  respect  to  a  writ  which  was  sued  out  for 

the  purpose  of  commencing  an  adversary  suit.    The  courts,  how- 
ever, made  a  distinction  between  a  breve  adversarium  and  a  breve  2  Roll.  R.  67. 
amicabile,  and  construed  the  latter  in  a  much  more  favourable 
manner  than  the  former. 

8.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  reverse  a  common  recovery,  Donner*i  case, 
which  had  been  suffered  on  a  writ  of  entry  in  the  post,  of  a  pophr22. 
manor,  and  of  a  yearly  rent  or  pension  of  four  marks ;  and  also 

of  an  advowson.     One  of  the  errors  assigned  was,  that  a  writ  of 

VOL.    V.  T 


1 


TUle  XXXVI.  Recovery.  Ch.  II.  s.  &-11. 
entry  in  the  post  did  not  lie  of  an  advowson.  Bat  it  ms  on* 
nimously  determined,  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed: 
because  a  common  recovery  was  not  to  be  compared  to  &  judg- 
ment in  an  adversary  suit;  as  it  was  by  usage  and  cnstcm b^ 
come  a  common  assurance  and  conveyance  t^  lands,  and  wu 
had  by  the  tnntual  consent  of  the  parties ;  et  eoiueima  toUH  tm- 
rem.  Besides,  if  it  were  otherwise,  no  recovery  could  be  niffind 
of  an  advowBon,  or  common  in  gnws,  or  of  many  other  tluagi; 
which  would  be  highly  inconvenient. 
=»«•  9.  A  writ  ofentry  bore  date  Istof  March,  7  Ella,  and  the* 
.  30B.  turn  was  made  die  Luna  quarta  leptinuma  quadragtam€  pnt 
futur.,  the  said  first  day  of  March  being  the  first  week  of  IM 
7  Eliz. ;  and  upon  this  it  was  inferred,  that  the  tenant  vuhI 
to  appear  dll  Monday  in  the  fourth  week  of  Lent,  8  Elii.  whicb 
was  a  long  time  after  the  voucher  appeared  and  vouched  ora; 
HO  that  the  recovery  was  void,  because  there  was  judgmeiitaixiii 
a  voucher  before  the  return  of  the  writ,  till  which  the  Court  W 
no  power  to  proceed.  But  it  was  determined  that  the  of^ 
writ  should  be  construed,  as  it  was  written,  to  be  returnable » 
Monday  in  the  fourth  week  of  the  same  Lent,  7  EUz. ;  for  it  Ebnilii 
be  taken  (as  it  was  written  shortly)  in  such  a  manner  as  lomib 
the  recovery  good. 
>  iha  10.  A  common  recovery  being  a  real  action,  carried  on  ihrou^ 

chad  all  its  forma,  it  was  absolutely  necessary  that  the  tenant  to  lln 
pracipe,  or  person  against  whom  the  writ  of  entry  was  brooglit, 
should  have  an  estate  of  freehold  in  possession,  either  bf  li^ 
or  by  wrong,  in  the  lands  demanded  by  the  writ;  because  iffc" 
had  not  the  freehold,  it  would  not  be  in  his  power  to  restore  th 
lands,  as  the  writ  directed.  And,  in  common  recoveries, tbut 
was  an  additional  reason  :  becanse,  as  the  demandant  could  n- 
cover  nothing  against  the  tenant  unless  he  had  the  freehold,  to 
the  tenant  could  have  no  recompense  in  value  agtdut  die 
>.  vouchee  for  what  be  had  lost ;  fw  until  the  demandant  soed  fft 
execution  against  the  tenant,  the  tenant  could  not  have  eieci' 
tion  against  the  vouchee:  and  if  the  tenant  had  nothing  in  t^ 
'•  land,  no  execution  could  be  sued  against  him,  nor  could  sny  «■ 
covery  in  value  be  had  over ;  consequently,  there  would  be  w 
recompence  to  bind  him,  and  the  recovery  would  be  no  bai- 
1 1 .  If  the  tenant  to  the  pracipe  had  the  freehold  at  the  boe 
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ivheo  the  recovery  was  suffered,  tboagh  his  estate  were  after- 
wards defeated,  yet  the  recovery  would  be  good. 

12.  Lands  were  given  to  an  alien  in  tail,  remainder  over  to  Anon.  4  Leon. 

•,...,,.  «.       ,  ,    ,.    1   84.  Gold»b.82. 

another  in  fee :  the  alien  suffered  a  common  recovery,  and  died 
without  issue.  All  this  was  found  by  ofiBce ;  and  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  alien  was  not  tenant  to  the  land  when  the  reco- 
very was  suffered :  but  the  Court  held  the  contrary,  that  the  re- 
covery was  good. 

13.  If  a  writ  of  entry  was  brought  against  the  tenant  of  the  i  Vent.  358. 
freehold  and  a  stranger,  the  recovery  would  be  valid ;  for  the  re-  Hardy, 
compense  in  value  would  go  to  the  person  who  had  really  lost  ^^^'  ^'  ^' 
the  estate. 

14.  If  there  were  two  joint  tenants  of  a  manor,  and  a  writ  of  Winchester's 

casey  3  Rep.  1. 

entry  of  the  whole  manor  was  brought  against  one  of  them,  on 
which  a  common  recovery  was  suffered,  it  would  only  be  good  CoUyer  v. 
for  the  moiety  of  the  person  against  whom  the  writ  was  brought;  £c  Bing.685. 
but  as  to  the  other  moiety,  it  would  be  void,  for  want  of  a  tenant 
to  the  pradpe. 

15.  It  has  been  lone  settled,  that  a  devise  to  executors  for  i  Inst.  42  a. 
payment  of  debts,  and  until  debts  are  paid,  only  gives  the  exe-        *^' 
eutors  a  chattel  interest  in  the  lands  thus  devised,  and  therefore 

does  not  prevent  the  disposal  or  descent  of  the  freehold ;  so  that 
if,  after  such  a  devise,  the  testator  gives  the  same  lands  to  a  per- 
son for  life,  the  freehold  will  vest  in  such  devisee  immediately  on 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  consequently  he  was  enabled  to 
make  a  good  tenant  to  the  pracipe. 

16.  So  if  a  testator  gave  his  executors  full  power  to  receive  the 
mesne  profits  of  his  estates  in  a  particular  place,  upon  trust  to 
pay  his  debts,  and  afterwards  devised  those  estates  to  a  person 
for  life ;  the  freehold  would,  on  the  death  of  the  devisor,  become 
vested  in  such  devisee  for  life,  and  he  might  make  a  good  tenant 
to  the  precipe. 

17.  Thus,  where  Sir  Michael  Armyne  being  seised  in  fee  of  Carter ». 

Bamauistonf 

several  estates  in  the  counties  of  Huntingdon,  Lincoln,  8cc.  made  i  p.  Wms.505« 
liis  will,  and  thereby  desired,  that  his  executors  would  take  care  q^^  q^^ 
to  see  all  his  debts  and  legacies  paid,  by  making  sale  of  his  per- 
sonal estate  ;  and  as  his  debts  were  great,  he  devised  to  his  exe- 
eutors  all  his  manors  and  lands  of  Cherry  Orton  and  Botolph 
Sridge,  to  be  by  them  sold  for  the  most  that  could  be  got,  and 

T  2 
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the  monies  arising  from  such  sale  disposed  of  in  the  paymenlof 
his  debts  and  legacies.    And,  lest  both  his  personal  estate  and 
the  monies  to  arise  from  such  sale  should  not  b^  sufficient,  tlie 
testator  gave  his  executors  full  power  to  receive  the  mesne  profiti 
of  his  whole  estate  lying  in  Pick  worth  and  Willoughby,  in  the 
county  of  Lincoln.    The  testator  then  devised  the  said  manon  o( 
Pickworth  and  Willoughby^  after  such  time  as  his  debts  and  l^ 
gacies  should  be  paid  by  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  to  Even 
Armyne,  Esq.  for  his  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste;  and 
in  case  the  said  Evers  Armyne  should  have  any  issue  male,  then 
to  such  issue  male  and  his  heirs  for  ever;  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  said  Evers  Armyne,  in  case  he  left  no  issue  male,  then 
after  such  time  as  his  debts  and  legacies  were  fully  paid,  be  de- 
vised the  manor  of  Pickworth  to  Thomas  Style  in  fee.   Even 
Armyne«  the  devisee,  having  got  into  possession  of  the  said 
manors  of  Pickworth  and  Willoughby,  suffered  a  common  reco- 
very of  them  before  the  debts  were  paid,  and  declared  tbenies 
thereof  to  himself  in  fee.    This  case  having  been  heard  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  the  Judges  were  directed  to  give  their  opinion, 
"  Whether  the  estate  for  life  was  vested  in  Evers  Armyne  at  the 
time  of  the  recovery,  before  all  the  debts  were  paid,  so  that  he 
could  make  a  good  tenant  to  the  precipe  ?"     And  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  the  name  of  all  the 
Judges,  who  had  consulted  together,  delivered  their  unanimoas 
opinion,  "  that  the  estate  for  life  was  vested  in  Evers  Aimjoe 
at  the  time  of  the  recovery." 

18.  It  was  sometimes  doubted  in  practice,  whether  upon  the 
death  of  a  person  whose  widow  was  entitled  to  dower,  the  heit 
could  suffer  a  recovery  before  assignment  of  dower,  without  the 
concurrence  of  the  widow.  No  case  of  this  kind  has  ever,  I  be- 
lieve, been  determined ;  but  it  follows  from  the  principles  laid 
Ten.  26.  down  by  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert,  that  such  a  recovery  wooM 

be  good :  for,  he  says,  the  law  casts  the  freehold  on  the  heir  iiD- 

mediately  upon  the  death  of  the  ancestor ;  but  the  law  does  not 

Tit.  6.  c.  4.        cast  dower  on  the  wife,  for  she  takes  it  by  her  own  act.   It  ts 

true,  that  when  the  widow  is  endowed,  the  possession  which  the 

law  casts  on  the  heir  is  avoided,  and  the  widow  is  considered  as 

being  in  from  the  death  of  her  husband ;  but  still  the  beir  had 

Lit.  s.  393.        the  freehold  until  dower  was  assigned,  which  was  sufficient  to 

support  the  recovery. 


Title  XXXVI.  Recovery.  Ch.  11.  s.  19—22.  277 

19.  As  it  was  absolutely  necessary  that  the  tenant  to  the 
pracipe  should  have  an  estate  of  freehold,  it  followed,  that  those 
who  had  not  an  estate  of  freehold,  could  not  suffer  a  recovery ; 
because  they  could  not  convey  a  freehold  to  the  person  against 
whom  the  writ  was  to  be  brought. 

20.  Thus,  where  a  lessee  pour  autre  vie  made  a  lease  for  sixty  Keb.  735. 785. 
ye^rs,  and  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  cestui  que  vie:  the  person 

in  remainder,  being  tenant  in  tail,  suffered  a  common  recovery, 
which  was  held  erroneous  for  want  of  a  good  tenant  to  the 
precipe ;  because,  upon  the  death  of  the  tenant  pour  autre  vie, 
the  freehold  was  cast  upon  the  tenant  for  years,  so  that  he,  or 
some  person  claiming  under  him,  ought  to  have  been  tenant  to 
the  pracipe. 

21.  So  where  lands  were  limited  to  Sir  Robert  Dormer  for  Smith  v. 
nmety-nme  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  remainder  to  trustees  3  Atk.  135. 
and  their  heirs  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  ca/^?   ^' 
his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male.     Sir  Robert  having  issue  a 

son,  Fleetwood  Dormer,  they  both  joined  in  levying  a  fine  to 
make  a  tenant  to  the  pnuipe,  and  then  suffered  a  common  reco- 
very. The  principal  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  free- 
hold passed  to  the  trustees,  there  being  a  considerable  error  in 
the  words  by  which  the  remainder  was  limited  to  them ;  And 
the  Court  having  determined  thiat  the  freehold  did  pass  to  the 
trutees,  they  concluded  that  the  recovery  was  void ;  for  if  it  was 
considered  as  the  recovery  of  Robert  Dormer,  it  was  void,  because 
he,  being  only  tenant  for  years,  could  not  give  a  freehold  to  ano- 
ther, without  which  there  could  not  be  a  good  tenant  to  the 
pnecipe;  for,  to  make  him  so,  he  must  have  a  freehold  in  him. 
And,  taking  it  as  the  recovery  of  Fleetwood  the  son,  it  could  not 
*be  good,  the  freehold  being  in  the  trustees,  and  not  in  him,  he 
having  only  a  remainder  expectant  on  the  determination  of  their 
estate.  And  as  to  the  fine  levied  by  Robert  Dormer  and  Fleet- 
wood, it  stood  thus : — Considered  as  the  fine  of  Robert,  it  was 
void  for  want  of  a  freehold;  it  being  settled  beyond  all  doubt, 
that  a  fine  by  tenant  for  years  operated  nothing,  and  was  abso- 
lutely void:  and,  considered  as  the  fine  of  Fleetwood,  it  was 
equally  so  for  want  of  a  freehold  in  him ;  it  being  equally  clear, 
that  none  could  levy  a  fine  but  he  who  had  a  freehold  in  possession. 

22.  It  appears  to  have  been  formerly  held  necessary  that  the  Before  the 
tenant  to  the  pracipe  should  have  the  freehold  when  the  writ  1  Mod.  218. 
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was  sued  out ;  but  it  was  afterwards  determined,  that  if  he  ac- 
quired the  freehold  at  any  time  before  judgment  was  given,  it 
would  be  sufficient. 
wuiimi  ^^'  Thus,  in  ejectment,  it  appeared  by  a  special  verdict,  that 

ReD.  temp.       the  tenant  to  the  pracipe  had  not  acquired  the  freehold  until 
2  SaU.  56*8.       after  the  teste  of  the  writ  of  summoneas  ad  xoarrantizandum :  so 
227?*475.^'"'      that  he  was  not  seised  of  the  freehold  at  the  return  of  the  writ  of 
Carih.  472.       entry.    The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  determined,  that  the  reco- 
very was  valid.    A  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench ;  and  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  that  the  recovery  was  void ;  because,  although  a  com- 
mon recovery  was  a  common  assurance,  yet  it  had  forms  peculiar 
to  itself,  which  ought  to  be  observed.    In  supposition  of  law^ 
the  tenant  ought  to  have  the  lands  at  the  time  of  suing  out  the 
writ,  otherwise  he  could  not  render  them,  as  the  writ  supposed. 
The  Court  supposed  the  tenant  to  be  seised  of  the  lands ;  other- 
wise, to  what  purpose  were  the  lands  demanded  from  him?   The 
voucher  supposes  that  the  tenant  had  seisin  of  the  lands;  for  it 
would  be  absurd  that  the  tenant  should  vouch  another  person  to 
warrant  lands  to  him  which  he  had  not.    On  the  other  side  it 
was  argued,  that  in  all  cases  of  adversary  actions,  although  the 
person  against  whom  the  writ  was  brought  was  not  tenant  at  the 
time  of  the  teste^  but  became  tenant  before  the  return,  it  was  suf- 
ficient.   If  the  tenant  to  the  pracipe  was  not  seised  at  the  re- 
turn of  the  writ,  he  might  avoid  it  by  pleading  nontenure ;  if 
instead  of  that  he  vouched  over,  then  he  admitted  the  writ  to  be 
good  as  to  himself,  but  still  the  vouchee  might  counterplead  the 
tenancy  ;  if  he  did  not,  the  recovery  would  be  good  by  estoppel 
against  the  parties  to  it ;  however,  in  such  a  case,  the  tenant  to 
the  pracipe  could  not  recover  over  in  value,  because  he  had  lost 
nothing ;  but  if  the  tenant  acquired  the  lands  after  the  voucher, 
and  judgment  was  given  against  him,  it  would  •  bind  the  land ; 
and  as  the  tenant  had  lost  the  land,  he  would  recover  in  value 
against  the  vouchee :  so  that  the  recovery  would  be  effectual. 
This  being  the  law  in  adversary  suits,  it  ought  certainly  to  be  so 
in   common   recoveries,   which  the  Judges   take  notice  of  as 
common  assurances,  and  which  they  will  always  support,  if 
possible. 

It  was  adjudged  that  this  recovery  was  good  ;  and  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Holt  said;  the  general  rule  was,  that  if  the  tenant  to  the 
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precipe  acquired  the  freehold  at  any  time  before  the  judgment 
was  given,  it  was  sufficient;  because  it  could  not  then  be  said,  that 
the  recovery  was  had  against  a  person  who  had  nothing  in  the 
lands :  and  it  was  not  enough,  in  a  counterplea  of  voucher,  to 
say  the  voucher  had  nothing  in  the  lands  at  the  time  ot  the 
voucher,  without  adding  nee  unquam  pastea:  therefore  a  writ 
might  be  made  good  by  a  subsequent  purchase,  so  might  a 
voucher;  which  was  the  more  reasonable,  because  the  deman- 
dant might  have  a  good  cause  of  action,  although  the  tenant  had 
not  the  land  when  he  commenced  the  suit;  so  that  it  was 
sufficient,  in  law,  if  the  tenant  had  the  land  to  render  at  any  time  Sambome  v. 

V    /.        .     ,  .  Belke,  1  Show. 

before  judgment  347.  s.  p. 

24.  By  the  statute  14  Geo.  2.  c.  20.  s.  6.  it  was  enacted,  that  Or  within  the 
from  and  after  the  commencement  of  the  said  act  every  recovery 

already  suffered,  or  thereafter  to  be  suffered,  should  be  deemed 
good  and  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  notwithstanding  the 
fine  or  deed  or  deeds,  making  the  tenant  to  such  writ,  should  be 
levied  or  executed  after  the  time  of  the  judgment  given  in  such 
recovery,  and  the  award  of  the  writ  of  seisin  as  aforesaid ;  pro- 
vided the  same  appeared  to  be  levied  or  executed  before  the  end 
of  the  term,  great  session,  session  or  assizes,  in  which  such 
recovery  was  suffered,  and  the  persons  joining  in  such  recovery 
had  a  sufficient  estate  and  power  to  suffer  the  same  as  aforesaid. 

25.  In  ejectment,  the  jury  found  a  special  verdict  that  Sarah  Goodright  r. 
Williams,  being  tenant  in  tail  of  the  premises  in  question,  con-  2  H.  Black. 
veyed  the  same  by  lease  and  release,  dated  the  19th  and  20th  of  ^^^'  ^' 
November,  1778,  to  a  person  to  make  him  tenant  to  the  pmcipe, 

in  order  that  a  common  recovery  might  be  suffered,  which  was 
accordingly  suffered,  and  a  writ  of  seisin  awarded,  tested  the  6th 
of  the  same  month  of  November,  returnable  in  fifteen  days  of  St. 
Martin ;  to  which  the  sheriff  returned,  that  he,  by  virtue  of  the 
said  writ,  on  the  10th  of  November  in  the  same  term,  did  cause 
full  seisin  of  the  premises  therein  mentioned  to  be  delivered  to 
the  demandant  It  was  contended,  that  this  recovery  was  void, 
for  it  appeared  upon  the  record,  that  seisin  was  delivered  by  the 
sheriff  ten  days  before  the  date  of  the  conveyance  to  the  tenant 
of  the  freehold,  when,  in  fact,  Sarah  Williams  was  in  possession 
of  the  lands;  and  that  this  case  was  not  within  the  statute 
14.  Geo.  2.  c.  20.  s.  5.  which  arose  from  the  fictitious  relation  to 
the  first  day  of  the  term,  and  was  made  for  a  different  purpose ; 
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V'\f^,  58.         viz.  to  prevent  recoveries  being  set  aside  where  the  tenant  to  the 
Finei!°348.       precipe  was  created  by  deed  executed  after  the  award  of  the 

writ  of  seisin.  The  words  of  the  6th  section  of  the  act  were» 
'^  executed  after  the  time  of  the  judgment  given  and  the  award 
of  the  writ  of  seisin."  But  there  was  a  material  diflference 
between  the  award  and  the  execution  of  the  writ ;  and  the  7th 
and  8th  sections  expressly  provide,  that  the  act  should  not  be 
extended  beyond  its  strict  limits.  The  counsel  on  the  other  side 
were  stopped  by  the  Courts  who  said^  that  though  there  might 
have  been  some  doubt,  if  it  had  been  found  a  fact  that  seisin 
was  actually  given  on  the  10th  of  November,  yet  the  day  named 
in  the  return  was  immaterial ;  for  it  was  not  necessary  to  name 
any  particular  day,  and  the  return  would  have  been  good  with- 
out it.  All  that  was  necessary  was,  that  seisin  should  be 
delivered  after  the  judgment,  and  before  the  return  of  the  writ, 
and  that  the  proceedings  should  all  be  in  the  same  term.  That 
those  requisites  were  complied  with  in  the  present  case,  which 
was  directly  within  the  statute  14  Geo.  2.  s.  6  &  6.  As,  there- 
fore, the  day  mentioned  in  the  sheriffs  return  was  repugnant  to 
the  rest  of  the  proceedings,  it  was  to  be  rejected,  and  there  must 
be  judgment  for  the  defendant. 
6  Term  Rep.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  upon  this  judgment  in  the  Court 

of  King's  Bench.  Lord  Kenyon  observed,  that  the  sense  of  the 
clause  in  the  statute  14  Geo.  2.  was,  that  the  recovery  should  be 
valid,  provided  the  deed  making  a  tenant  to  the  precipe  was 
executed  before  the  end  of  the  term  in  which  the  recovery  was 
suffered;  and  it  appeared  upon  this  verdict,  that  the  deeds 
making  the  tenant  to  ihe  precipe  were  executed  within  the  term. 
And  though  the  statute,  in  enumerating  some  of  the  defects  for 
which  remedy  was  to  be  applied,  does  not  mention  this  particular 
defect,  it  has  always  been  understood,  that  the  act  was  intended 
to  remedy  every  defect  of  this  kind,  provided  that  which  is  there 
made  a  condition  be  complied  with,  namely,  the  making  of  the 
tenant  to  the  precipe  before  the  end  of  the  term  in  which  the 
recovery  is  suffered ;  nor  could  the  words  of  the  statute  be 
satisfied  by  any  other  construction.  The  other  Judges  concurred 
in  opinion  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  and  the  judgment  was 
affirmed. 

A  writ  of  error  was  then  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
where  the  judgment  was  affirmed. 
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26.  It  was  not  only  necessary  for  a  person  who  suffered  a  Leases  for  lives 
common  recovery  to  have  an  estate  of  freehold  in  the  lands,  but  surrendered. 
it  was  also  necessary  that  it  should  be  an  estate  in  possession ; 

for  the  person  against  whom  the  writ  was  brought  must  have 
been  actual  tenant  in  possession  of  the  freehold ;  so  that  it 
frequently  happened  that  persons  who  were  entitled  to  estates  of 
inheritance  in  lands  were  notwithstanding  disabled  from  suffer- 
ing common  recoveries  of  them,  in  consequence  of  their  not 
having  a  freehold  in  possession.  This  happened  in  two  cases : 
first,  where  the  lands  were  let  out  on  leases  for  lives ;  and  se- 
condly, where  there  was  an  estate  for  life  prior  to  their  estate  of 
inheritance. 

27.  Before  the    statute  of  quia  emptores,   subinfeudations, 
whereon  rents  and  services  were  reserved,  did  not  prevent  a  writ  i  Burr.  lis. 
of  entry  from  lying  against  the  lord  of  the  seigniory.    When 
common  leases  to  farmers  for  one  or  more  life  or  lives,  reserving 

rent,  came  in  use,  they  resembled  subinfeudations,  and  therefore 
ought  not  to  have  prevented  the  precipe  from  being  brought 
against  the  owner  of  the  freehold  under  which  the  leases  were 
granted ;  but  it  was  thought  necessary  and  became  usual  for  the 
person  who  intended  to  suffer  a  recovery,  to  get  conditional 
surrenders  from  the  lessees  for  life,  in  order  to  become  seised  of 
a  freehold  in  possession,  and  be  thereby  enabled  to  make  a  good 
tenant  to  the  precipe. 

28.  This  practice  was  productive  of  several  inconveniences; 
the  lessees  for  life  were  sometimes  unwilling,  and  frequently 
unable,  from  want  of  age  or  understanding,  to  make  such 
surrenders ;  and  it  being  in  some  instances  doubtful  in  whom 
such  leases  for  lives  were  vested,  the  statute  14  Qeo.  2.  c.  20., 
reciting  that  several  leases  had  been  and  were  likely  to  be  made 
of  honours,  &c.  for  one  or  more  life  or  lives,  under  particular 
rents  thereby  reserved  and  to  be  reserved ;  and  that  procuring 
surrenders  of  such  freehold  leases,  or  the  tenants  to  join, 
frequently  occasioned  great  trouble,  difficulty,  and  expense  to 
tenants  in  tail ;  it  is  therefore  enacted,  s.  1.  **  That  all  common 
recoveries  suffered  or  to  be  suffered  in  his  Majesty's  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  or  in  any  court  of  record  in  the 
principality  of  Wales,  or  in  any  of  the  counties  palatine,  or  in 
any  other  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  same,  of  any  honours, 
castles^  manors,  lands  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  without  any 
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surrender  or  suirenders  of  such  lease  or  leases,  or  without  the 
concurrence  or  any  conTcyance  or  assurance  from  such  lessee  or 
lessees,  in  order  to  make  good  tenants  to  such  writs  of  entry  or 
other  writs,  whereupon  such  recoveries  have  been  or  shall  be 
had  or  suffered,  shall  be  as  valid  and  effectual  in  law,  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  as  if  such  lessee  or  lessees,  or 
any  other  person  or  persons  claiming  under  him,  her,  or  them, 
had  conveyed  or  joined  in  conveying,  or  shall  convey  or  join  in 
conveying,  a  good  estate  of  freehold  to  such  person  or  persons 
as  has  or  have  been,  or  shall  become  tenant  or  tenants  to  such 
writB  of  entry,  or  other  writs  whereupon  such  common  recoveries 
have  been  or  shall  be  suffered." 
But  persons  29.  Although  the  above  statute  made  the  surrender  of  leases 

having  a  pnor      ^        .  .  ^     ..^ 

esute  for  life  for  lives  unnecessary,  yet  it  did  not  extend  to  estates  for  life, 
jo^.*^*  P™r  ^  ^^^  estate  of  which  a  recovery  was  intended  to  be  suffer- 
ed ;  such  estates  must  therefore  have  been  surrendered  to  the 
person  against  whom  the  writ  of  entry  was  brought ;  for  this  case 
is  expressly  excepted  in  the  statute  14  Geo.  2.  c.  20.,  it  being 
thereby  provided,  s.  2.  '^That  nothing  in  that  act  contained 
should  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  make  any  common 
recoveries  valid  and  effectual  in  law,  unless  the  person  or  persons 
entitled  to  the  first  estate  for  life,  or  other  greater  estate,  in  case 
there  was  no  such  estate  for  life  in  being,  in  reversion  or  re- 
mainder, next  after  the  expiration  of  such  leases,  has  or  have  by 
some  lawful  act  or  means,  conveyed  or  assured,  or  joined  in  con- 
veying or  assuring,  or  shall  by  some  lawful  act  or  means  convey 
or  assure,  or  join  in  conveying  or  assuring,  an  estate  for  life  at 
the  least  to  such  person  or  persons  as  has  or  have  been,  or  shall 
become  tenant  or  tenants  to  the  writ  of  entry,  or  other  writs 
whereupon  such  common  recoveries  have  been  or  shall  be  suf- 
fered." 
Figot,  5().  30.  The  prior  estate  for  life  ought  to  have  been  surrendered 

to  the  person  who  had  the  remainder  or  reversion,  before  he 
made  a  tenant  to  the  pnedpe.  But  if  the  surrender  was  made 
after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  by  which  the  lands  were  con- 
veyed to  the  person  who  was  to  be  tenant  to  the  pracipe,  it  must 
then  have  been  made  to  him,  otherwise  it  would  be  void ;  be- 
cause the  person  who  was  to  suffer  the  recovery  had  then  no  re- 
version in  him  for  the  surrender  to  operate  upon. 
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31.  Common  recoveries  having  been  long  considered  as  com*  A  surrender 
mon  assurances  of  lands^  and  in  the  nature  of  conveyances  by  m^""  ^' 
consent^  the  Judges  have,  in  consequence  of  particular  circum- 
stances, sometimes  presumed  that  the  tenant  for  life  had  sur- 
rendered his  estate,  though  no  surrender  was  actually  proved  ; 

and  therefore,  where  the  possession  has  accompanied  a  recovery 
for  a  long  time,  the  Court  presumed  a  surrender  by  the  tenant 
for  life. 

32.  In  an  ejectment  upon  a  trial  at  bar  for  lands  held  in  an-  ^^  ^' 

J  ,  Proude, 

cient  demesne,  a  recovery  in  the  court  of  ancient  demesne  was  i  Vent.  257. 
produced,  which  had  been  suffered  a  long  time  before,  and  the 
possession  had  gone  accordingly.  It  appeared  that  part  of  the 
land  was  leased  for  life,  and  the  recovery  was  by  the  person  in 
reversion,  so  that  there  was  no  tenant  to  the  pracipe.  But  the 
Court  said,  that  as  the  possession  had  gone  with  the  recovery 
.  for  so  long  a  time,  they  would  presume  a  surrender ;  as  in  an  ap- 
propriation of  great  antiquity,  a  licence  has  been  presumed, 
although  none  appeared. 

33.  Where,  after  a  recovery,  the  deeds  were  suppressed  by  Gartsidev. 
the  tenant  for  life,  so  that  it  could  not  be  made  out  whether  he  ]  (^^a.  Cft. 
bad  surrendered  his  estate  for  life  to  the  tenant  to  the  pracipe  or  ^^- 

not ;  it  was  decreed  for  the  recovery,  without  allowing  a  trial  at 
law ;  for  where  deeds  are  suppressed,  omnia  praswnuniur. 

34.  Where  collateral  evidence  has  been  given  of  a  surrender    ^ 
by  a  tenant  for  life,  the  recovery  has  been  deemed  good. 

3d.  Upon  a  trial  at  bar,  the  lessor  of  the  plainti£f  claimed  ^^"^.f' 

^  .    .  .  Greenville, 

under  an  old  entail  in  a  family  settlement,  and  part  of  the  estate  2  stra.  I129. 

appeared  to  be  in  jointure  to  a  widow,  at  the  time  her  son 

suffered  a  common  recovery.    The  defendant  who  claimed  title 

under  the  recovery  not  being  able  to  show  a  surrender  of  the 

mother's  life  estate,  it  was  insisted  that  there  was  no  tenant  to 

the  pr4Edpe,  as  to  that  part ;  so  that  the  remainder,  which  the 

lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed,  was  not  barred.    To  obviate  this 

objection,  it' was  insisted  by  the  defendant,  that  after  so  long  a 

time  had  elapsed,  a  surrender  should  be  presumed,  according  to 

the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Green  v.  Proude ;  and  to 

fortify  this  presumption,  they  offered  to  produce  in  evidence  the 

debt  book  of  Mr.  Edwards,  an  attorney  at  Bristol,  then  a  long 

time  dead  ;  wherein  he  had  charged  32/.  for  suffering  the  reco- 
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very,  two  articles  of  which  charges  were^for  drawing  a  surrender 
of  the  mother's  estate,  20$.  and  for  engrossing  two  parts  thereof, 
20s. ;  and  that  it  appeared  by  the  book  that  the  bill  had  been 
paid.  This  being  objected  to,  as  improper  evidence,  the  Court 
were  of  opinion  that  it  should  be  allowed  ;  for  it  was  a  circum- 
stance material  upon  the  inquiry  into  the  unreasonableness  of 
presuming  a  surrender  of  the  widow's  life  estate,  and  could  not 
be  suspected  of  having  been  done  for  this  purpose.  If  Edwards 
had  been  living,  he  might  undoubtedly  have  been  examined ;  and 
after  his  death,  this  was  the  next  best  evidence,  and  it  was  ac- 
cordingly read :  after  which  the  Court  declared,  that  without  this 
circumstance  they  toould  have  presumed  a  surrender,  and  desired  it 
might  be  taken  notice  of,  that  they  did  not  require  any  evidence  to 
fortify  the  presutrq>tion  after  such  a  length  of  time. 

36.  But  where  there  is  no  reason  or  ground  to  found  a  pre- 
sumption, that  the  tenant  for  life  had  surrendered  his  life  estate, 
and  where  the  possession  has  not  gone  with  the  recovery,  the 
Court  will  not  presume  that  such  a  surrender  was  made. 
Goodtitle  v.  37.  G.  R.  Bridges  being  tenant  in  tail  of  a  considerable  estate, 

2  Burr.  1065.     whereof  he  was  in  possession  of  some  part,  the  remainder  being 

held  by  a  widow,  on  whom  it  had  been  settled  for  life,  for  her 
jointure,  and  who  was  then  in  possession  of  it,  suffered  a  com- 
mon recovery  of  the  whole  estate  tail,  using  such  descriptions  as 
were  sufficient  to  include  the  whole  estate  tail,  and  then  settled 
it  on  the  Duke  of  Chandos.  Upon  the  death  of  G.  R.  Bridges, 
the  Duke  of  Chandos  entered  into  possession  of  all  the  estate, 
except  the  part  of  which  the  widow  was  in  possession,  and  upon 
her  death  he  took  possession  of  that  part  also.  An  ejectment 
was  brought  against  the  Duke  of  Chandos  by  James  Bridges 
the  reversioner,  for  that  part  of  the  estate  tail  whereof  the  widow 
was  in  possession  at  the  time  when  the  recovery  was  suffered  ; 
upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  surrender  of  the  widow's  life 
estate.  The  Duke  of  Chandos  being  unable  to  give  any  sort  of 
evidence  of  an  actual  surrender,  his  counsel  insisted  at  the  trial 
that  a  surrender  of  the,  widow's  life  estate  ought  to  be  presumed 
after  so  long  a  time,  even  though  they  should  not  give  any  evi- 
dence whatsoever  of  such  a  surrender :  but  Mr.  Justice  Noel, 
who  tried  the  cause,  was  of  opinion  that  a  surrender  of  the  tenant 
for  life  could  not  be  presumed  when  no  sort  of  evidence  had  been 
given  to  make  such  a  fact  in  the  least  probable  ;  and  when  the 
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possession  had  not  gone  with  the  recovery,  but  had  continaed  in 
the  tenant  for  life  until  the  time  of  bringing  the  ejectment;  and  , 
accordingly  he  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff.  Upon 
this  direction  a  motion  was  made  for  a  new  trial.  The  defend- 
ant's counsel  relied  on  the  cases  of  Green  v.  Proude,  and  Warren 
ex  dem.  Webb  t?.  Greenville,  mentioned  in  the  preceding  pages. 
On  the  other  side  it  was  argued  for  the  plaintiff,  that  there  could 
be  no  presumption  without  some  facts  to  ground  it  upon.  In 
the  case  of  Mr.  Greenville,  there  was  a  very  strong  presumption 
arising  from  the  articles  in  the  attorney's  bill ;  the  proof  whereof 
the  Court  allowed  to  be  entered  into,  and  received  satisfaction 
from  it :  and  that  there  was  no  case  where  a  presumption  of  a 
surrender  had  been  raised,  without  possession  accompanying  and 
following  the  recovery. 

In  the  case  of  Proude  v.  Green,  upon  which  Mr.  Greenville's 
case  was  said  to  be  grounded,  there  was  a  possession  which  had 
followed  the  recovery  for  a  long  time,  and  that  was  the  very 
reason  there  given  for  the  Court's  forming  the  presumption 
which  they  then  made.  That  the  rule  in  all  the  cases  cited,  and 
in  all  cases  of  this  kind,  must  in  reason  and  common  sense  ne- 
cessarily be  understood  to  relate  to  the  length  of  time  which  has 
elapsed  since  the  tenant  in  taiTs  coming  into  possession,  and  not  to 
the  length  of  time  since  the  suffering  of  the  recovery.  The  out- 
standing life  estate,  during  the  life  of  the  widow,  forms  the 
strongest  presumption  that  she  did  not  surrender  the  estate ;  be- 
sides, it  did  not  at  all  appear  from  the  Judge's  report  that  G.  R. 
Bridges,  the  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  of  all  the  rest  of  the 
estate,  and  of  which  he  had  power  to  suffer  a  recovery,  ever 
meant  or  intended  to  suffer  a  recovery  of  these  settled  lands, 
which  he  had  no  power  to  do ;  he  had  other  lands  upon  which  . 
the  recovery  operated,  and  there  was  no  reason  to  imagine  that 
he  meant  to  include  these  lands,  or  that  he  ever  attempted  to 
procure  a  surrender  of  them. 

Lord  Mansfield. — ''  I  was  counsel  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Greenville, 
reported  by  Strange,  and  I  remember  very  well  that  the  point  of 
evidence  was  strongly  litigated  :  the  attorney,  who  had  been 
concerned  in  the  transaction  of  the  common  recovery,  was  one 
Edwards  of  Bristol,  who  had  been  then  long  dead  :  the  entry  in 
his  bill  book  was  made  at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  and  a  re- 
ceipt had  been  given  upon  the  bill,  which  contained  the  articles 
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for  drawu^  and  engrossing  the  surrender  ;  so  that  there  was  posi-* 
tive  proof  in  that  case  of  an  actual  surrender :  and  there  the 
jointress  had  been  dead  a  vast  number  of  years;  and  the  person 
who  suffered  the  recovery,  and  his  son  after  him,  had  both  of 
them,  during  their  respective  lives,  sufficient  opportunity  to  have 
it  set  right  after  they  came  into  possession,  if  they  had  known  or 
suspected  it  to  have  been  defective,  which  certainly  formed  a 
presumption  that  it  was  regular  and  not  defective.  I  am  confi- 
dent that  all  the  Court  did,  or  intended  to  do,  in  that  case,  was 
only  to  take  care  that  it  should  be  understood  that  they  did  not 
mean  to  shake  the  authority  of  any  one  case  which  had  been 
founded  upon  presumption,  and  that  they  would  not  require  po- 
sitive proof  of  a  surrender,  in  any  case  where  there  was  sufficient 
presumption  of  it.  Sir  J.  Strangers  report  is  incorrect,  consi- 
dered as  a  foundation  for  a  principle  or  rule  of  property,  though 
it  might  be  enough  to  serve  the  taker  of  such  a  note  for  a  memo- 
randum to  refresh  his  own  recollection  ;  if  that  be  so,  then  con- 
sider the  present  case  upon  principles.  There  are  two  sorts  of 
presumption,  one  a  presumption  of  law,  and  not  to  be  contra- 
dicted ;  the  other  a  species  of  evidence,  which  latter  must  have 
a  ground  to  stand  upon,  something  from  whence  it  is  to  arise. 
It  is  now  fully  settled  and  established,  that  a  tenant  in  tail  may, 
if  he  pleases,  either  turn  his  estate  tail  into  a  fee  simple,  or 
alienate  it  for  his  own  benefit,  by  suffering  a  common  recovery ; 
but  he  must  have  a  sufficient  estate  and  power  to  qualify  him 
for  suffering  such  a  recovery  ;  he  must  either  be  tenant  in  tail 
in  possession,  or  he  must  have  the  concurrence  of  the  freeholder, 
who  claims  under  the  same  settlement.  This  principle  is  adhered 
to  by  the  statute  14  Geo.  2.  c.  20.  The  tenant  for  life,  whose 
consent  is  necessary  to  the  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  to  enable 
him  to  cut  off  the  entail,  is  not  the  lessee  of  the  land  under  a  be- 
neficial lease,  but  the  original  tenant  for  life,  claiming  under  the 
same  family  settlement,  and  having  a  life  estate  settled  upon  him 
prior,  in  order  of  succession,  to  the  other's  remainder  in  tail. 
Where  a  person  has  a  power  to  suffer  a  recovery,  and  thereby 
bar  his  estate  tail,  omnia  prasumuntur  rite  et  solemniter  acta,  until 
the  contrary  appears ;  and  it  is  reasonable  that  it  should  be  so : 
but  if  the  contrary  appear,  then  there  is  an  end  of  such  presump- 

S^EffinJSlm      ^^^*    '^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  Suffolk's  recovery,  upon 
2  stni.  1267.     a  trial  at  bar  in  this  court,  in  Easter  term,  1747 ;  there  the  con- 
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trary  did  appear,  and  the  presumption  was  thereby  destroyed  ; 
there  were  blundering  deeds  actually  produced,  which  appeared 
clearly  to  be  wrong ;  and  it  was  manifest,  upon  the  evidence  dis- 
closed,  that  there  was  not  a  good  tenant  to  the  pradpe :  it  was 
therefore  impossible  for  the  Court,  in  that  case,  to  presume  that 
there  was  a  good  tenant  to  the  pr€Bc^. 

''  But  if  a  man  has  power  to  suffer  a  recovery,  that  is  a  solid 
iand  reasonable  ground  for  presuming  that  all  was  done  rightly 
and  regularly,  unless  something  to  the  contrary  shall  appear. 
Where  the  freeholder  is  a  trustee  for  the  tenant  in  tail  himself, 
and  under  his  power  and  direction,  it  is  a  reasonable  and  just 
cause  for  presuming  that  every  thing  was  regularly  transacted  ; 
so  where  the  person  or  persons  interested  to  object  against  the 
validity  of  a  recovery  have  had  opportunity  to  make  objections 
to  it,  but  instead  of  doing  so  have  acquiesced  under  it,  and  not 
disputed  its  validity,  this  forms  a  presumption  that  all  was  right 
and  regular.  But  there  can  be  no  presumption  in  the  nature  of 
evidence  in  any  case,  without  something  from  whence  to  make  it, 
some  ground  to  found  the  presumption  upon ;  whereas  here  is 
absolutely  nothing  from  whence  to  presume  a  surrender:  the 
single  pretence  to  any  the  least  ground  of  presumption,  in  the 
present  case,  can  only  be  this,  that  no  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder 
would  suffer  a  recovery,  without  first  getting  a  surrender  of  the 
life  estate,  in  order  to  make  it  valid  and  effectual.  But  even 
that  ground,  slight  as  it  is,  will  not  hold  in  the  present  case ; 
for  it  does  not  at  all  appear,  upon  the  report  of  the  Judge,  that 
G.  R.  Bridges,  who  suffered  the  recovery  in  question,  had  the 
least  intention  whatsoever  to  include  those  particular  lands  in  the 
recovery  which  he  suffered,  and  which  he  had  full  power  in  him- 
self alone  to  suffer,  of  all  the  rest  of  the  estate,  whereof  he  was  at 
that  time  tenant  in  tail  in  possession.  He  was  then  in  possession 
of  the  manor  of  Keynsham,  and  of  other  lands  in  Keynsham, 
sufficient  to  answer  the  general  descriptions  used  in  the  recovery. 
He  must  probably  know,  or  have  been  informed  by  his  counsel 
or  agents,  that  he  had  no  such  power  over  the  settled  parts,  with- 
out obtaining  a  surrender  of  the  life  estate ;  he  might  perhaps  be 
satisfied  that  he  could  not  obtain  a  surrender  of  the  life  estate ; 
or  he  might  have  attempted  to  obtain  it,  and  failed  in  such  at* 
tempt.  If  the  mere  fact  of  a  remainder-man  in  tail's  suffering  a 
recovery  was  done  sufficient  to  ground  a  presumption  of  a  sur« 
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render  of  the  life  estate,  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  every  re- 
mainder-man in  tail  to  bar  the  estate  tail,  notwithstanding  the 
tenant  for  life  should  absolutely  refuse  to  join  with  him  in  suffer- 
ing a  recovery ;  it  is  therefore  necessary  that  there  should  be 
facts  and  circumstances  to  ground  a  presumption  of  such  a  sur- 
render upon :  whereas  in  the  present  case,  it  is  so  far  from  being 
reasonable  to  presume  that  there  was  such  a  surrender  from  the 
jointress,  that  there  are,  on  the  contrary,  many  reasons  to  induce 
a  suspicion  that  there  was  not  such  a  surrender ;  she  might  have 
more  regard  for  James  Bridges  than  for  George ;  she  might  think 
it  wrong  or  unkind  to  hurt  the  reversioner ;  or  even  whim  and 
peevishness  might  prevent  her  from  interfering :  there  is  no  de- 
fining the  various  reasons  she  might  have  to  hinder  her  from  sur- 
rendering her  life  estate  for  such  purpose.  Mr.  George  Bridges 
being  therefore  only  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  and  the  life  es- 
tate under  the  same  settlement  still  subsisting  at  the  time  of  his 
suffering  the  recovery,  it  is  clear  that  he  had  no  power  to  alien  or 
to  bar ;  and  there  is  nothing  whence  to  presume  a  surrender  of 
the  life  estate,  to  enable  him  to  do  so. 

"  If  he  had  any  power  to  bar  or  alien,  then  indeed  no  pre- 
sumption could  have  been  too  large,  in  order  to  prevent  slips  in 
l^al  form«  and  methods  of  conveyance,  and  to  effectuate  the 
intention  of  a  person  who  had  a  legal  right  to  do  such  an  act. 
No  argument  can  be  drawn  in  the  present  case  from  length  of 
time,  because  the  ejectment  was  brought  immediately  upon  the 
death  of  the  jointress.''  The  Court  were  til  clear  and  unani- 
mous, that  there  was  no  colour  for  objecting  to  the  Judge's 
direction. 

At  the  sitting  of  the  Court  the  next  morning.  Lord  Mansfield 
mentioned  this  case  again :  He  said  he  had  looked  into  his  own 
note  of  the  case  of  Warren  on  the  demise  of  Webb  against 
Greenville,  where  the  recovery  was  of  forty  years'  standing ;  and 
the  Court  did  lay  it  down  in  that  case,  **  that,  after  a  recovery  of 
forty  years'  standing,  they  would,  without  any  other  circum- 
stances, presume  a  conditional  surrender  to  have  been  made  by 
the  tenant  for  life ;"  and  they  relied  upon  1  Ventr.  267.  and 
Mr.  Pigot's  book,  p.  41.  But  his  Lordship  observed,  that  there 
are  other  circumstances,  in  the  case  in  Ventris ;  and  there  is 
nothing  in  Pigot  to  justify  this  general  position.  And  he  added^ 
that  in  the  case  then  at  the  bar,  the  Court  did  (as  he  had  taken 
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it  down)  admit  as  evidence  the  entry  in  the  attorney's  book,  as  " 
has  been  mentioned.     He  said,  he  was  rather  more  strongly  of 
opinion  than  he  was  yesterday,  '^  that  in  the  present  case  there 
was  no  ground  for  a  presumption  that  there  was  any  surrender 
by  the  tenant  for  life."    Here  were  two  particular  reasons 
against  making  any  such  presumption.     One  was,  that  there 
did  not  appear  to  have  been  any  intention  in  the  remainder-man 
in  tail  to  su£fer  a  recovery,  of  these  particular  lands :  the  other, 
that  here  was  no  possession  at  all,  under  this  recovery ;  but,  on 
the  contrary,  the  ejectment  was  brought,  and  the  validity  of  the 
recovery  put  into  litigation,  immediately  after  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life.     If  the  eldest  son,  who  has  a  remainder  in  tail 
under  a  family  settlement,  should   privately  suffer  a  common 
recovery,  and  his  father  live  many  years  afterwards,  it  might  as 
well  be  argued,  **  that  length  of  time  from  the  date  of  the 
recovery  should  induce  a  presumption  that  the  father  surren- 
dered his  estate  for  life."    And  his  Lordship  declared  himself  as 
clear,  that  if  there  had  been  a  long  possession  by  the  tenant 
in  tail  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  though  such  a  pos- 
session might  be  ascribed  to  the  entail,  the  presumption  ought 
to  have  been  made,  upon  the  ground  of  acquiescence  under  it, 
and  the  probability  arising  therefrom,  **  that  the  parties  knew 
that  the  recovery  was  not  defective.''    Rules  of  property  ought 
(bis  Lordship  said)  to  be  generally  known,  and  not  to  be  left 
to  loose  notes,  which  rather  serve  to  confound  principles,  than  to 
confirm  them.     He  therefore  proposed  to  have  a  conference  with 
all  the  Judges  upon  this  case;  which  proposal  did  not  arise,  he 
said,  from  any  doubt  about  the  matter  (for  he  was  more  con- 
firmed in  his  opinion  than  he  was  yesterday),  but  for  the  sake  of 
having  so  considerable  a  rule  of  property  settled,  and  of  render- 
ing it  notorious  and  public.     For  which  purpose,  he  (at  first) 
ordered  it  to  stand  over  till  next  term ;  but  afterwards,  upon  its 
being  agreed  by  all  the  parties,  that,  in  Mr.  Greenville's  case, 
there  was  a  great  number  of  years  during  which  the  tenant  in  tail 
had  been  in  possession  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life ;  and 
upon  the  now  defendant's  counsel  candidly  declaring  **  that  they 
themselves  were  fully  satisfied  with  the  present  opinion  of  the 
Court,"  he  retracted  his  proposal,  and  said  he  would  not  trouble 
the  Judges  with  it,  since  the  counsel  were  so  candid  as  to 
acquiesce  entirely. in  the  opinion  that  the  Court  had  already 
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intimated.  His  Lordship  further  added,  that  he  would  have  it 
understood,  that  possession  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  after  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life^  does  leave  a  ground  of  presumption, ''  that 
there  was  a  surrender."  But,  in  the  present  case,  there  was  no 
possession  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life :  the  ejectment 
was  brought  immediately. 

38.  When  the  person  who  intended  to  suffer  a  common  re- 
coyery  was  in  actual  possession  of  the  freehold,  he  might  conyey 
it  to  any  stranger,  for  the  purpose  of  making  him  tenant  to  the 
pracq>e,  by  fine,  feoffment,  grant,  bargain  and  sale  enrolled,  or 
lease  and  release. 

39.  It  was  sometimes  thought  expedient  to  make  a  tenant  to 
the  pracipe  by  fine ;  not  only  on  account  of  the  notoriety  of  this 
species  of  aedsurance,  but  because  eyen  an  erroneous  fine  gaye 
such  an  estate  to  the  cognizee  as  was  sufficient  to  make  him  a 
good  tenant  to  the  pnedpe.  And  Lord  Hale  has  said,  that  the 
cognizee  of  a  fine  Oct.  Purif.  would  be  a  good  tenant  to  the 
pracipe,  in  a  recovery  suffered  the  same  day :  and  the  Court 
would  presume  a  priority  to  support  a  conveyance. 

40.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  against  a  person  who  was 
made  cognizee  of  a  fine,  in  order  to  make  him  tenant  to  the 
pracipe;  and  after  the  recovery  had  been  suffered,  the  fine  was 
reversed  for  error;  yet  the  recovery  was  held  good;  because 
there  was  a  sufficient  tenant  to  the  pracipe  at  the  time. 

41.  But  if  the  fine  was  in  itself  absolutely  void;  as  if  the 
person  who  levied  it  had  no  estate  of  freehold  in  possession  of 
the  land ;  there  the  recovery  would  be  void,  because  in  that  case 
the  fine  passed  no  estate. 

42.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Packhurst,  where  a  fine  was 
levied  by  a  tenant  for  years  and  a  remainder-man  in  tail,  to  make 
a  tenant  to  the  pracipe ;  it  was  determined  that  the  recovery  was 
void,  because  none  of  the  parties  to  the  fine  had  an  estate  of 
freehold  in  possession  in  the  lands. 

43.  In  a  celebrated  case  which  arose  in  Ireland,  and  which  will 
be  stated  in  a  subsequent  chapter,  it  was  held  by  the  House  of 
Lords  there,  contrary  however  to  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of 
the  Judges,  and  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  that  where  a  fine  was 
levied  by  the  Earl  of  Ely  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  tenant  to 
the  pracipe,  and  a  recovery  was  suffered  thereon  in  the  same 
term  the  fine  should  be  deemed  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
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sanity  of  the  cognizor^  and  of  his  capacity  to  suffer  the  recovery ; 
the  fine  and  recovery  being  considered  as  one  assurance. 

44.  It  has  been  already  stated,  that  where  a  fine  was  levied  Though  no  um 
without  any  consideration  or  declaration  of  use,  the  use  and  Tit.ii.c.4.* 
legal  estate  immediately  resulted  to  the  c(^izor  of  the  fine,  so 
that  the  cognizee  had  only  a  seisin  of  an  instant    In  conse- 
quence of  this  doctrine,  where  a  fine  was  levied  in  order  to  make  3  Keb.  113. 
a  tenant  to  thepracq>e,  and  a  writ  of  entry  was  brought  against 
the  cognizee  of  the  fine,  on  which  a  common  recovery  was  pigot,  53. 
suffered,  it  was  doubted  whether  such  a  recovery  veas  good ;  for 
as  no  use  was  declared  on  the  fine,  it  was  said  that  the  use  and 
estate  immediately  resulted  back  to  the  cognizor ;  so  that  the 
cognizee  had  no  estate  of  freehold  when  the  writ  of  entry  was 
brought,  nor  ever  afterwards.     Mr.  Pigot  held,  however,  that  U-  ^^ 
such  a  recovery  would  be  good ;  for  at  common  law,  if  a  fine 
was  levied  without  consideration,  as  in  a  fine  there  needs  none, 
the  cognizee  was  tenant  to  all  writs,  until  the  statute  of  pernors 
of  profits,  and  the  statute  of  uses :   and  although,  since  the 
statute  of  uses,  the  use  results  back  when  no  use  is  declared, 
yet  the  intent  of  the  parties  always  guided  the  use,  and  there 
could  be  no  resulting  use  against  the  express  intent  of  the 
parties;  so  that  whenever  the  use  results,  it  is  because  the 
parties  intend  it     Now,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  the  evident  in- 
tention of  the  parties  is  to  make  a  tenant  to  the  pracipe,  which 
appears  upon  the  record,  by  the  writ  of  entry  being  brought 
against  the  cognizee ;  and  therefore  he  must  have  such  an  estate 
as  would  make  him  a  good  tenant  to  the  prtedpe. 

These  principles  have  been  fully  established  in  the  following 
cases. 

46.  A  tenant  in  tail  levied  a  fine  to  J.  S.  and  his  heirs,  in  Aitham  o. 

,      ,  .  .        .  Anglesey, 

order  to  make  him  tenant  to  the  practpe  m  a  common  recovery,  oilB.  R.  16. 
but  no  use  was  declared  on  the  fine.    Seven  years  after,  a  writ  ^^i^  733  * 
of  entry  was  brought  against  J.  S.,  who  vouched  the  cognizor  of  ^^  ^^*  ^^^' 
the  fine,  and  a  common  recovery  was  thus  suffered.  The  question 
was,  whether  J.  S.  had  an  estate  of  freehold  in  him  at  the  time 
of  the  recovery. 

It  was  contended,  that  although  the  legal  estate  passed  by  the 
fine  to  J.  S.,  yet  as  no  use  viras  declared*  it  immediately  resulted 
back  to  the  original  owner  of  the  estate ;  so  that  J.  S.  had  no 
estate  in  the  lands  when  the  recovery  was  suffered^  and  therefore 
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was  not  a  good  tenant  to  the  pracipe.  But  it  was  held  by  Lord 
Holt  and  all  the  other  Judges,  that  when  a  fine  was  levied,  or  a 
feoffment  made  to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  the  estate  was  in  the 
cognizee  or  feoffee,  not  as  an  use,  but  by  the  common  law,  and 
might  be  averred  to  be  so.  And  as  in  this  case  the  intention  of 
the  fine  plainly  appeared  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  tenant 
to  the  pracipe,  the  use  and  estate  should  be  allowed  to  have 
vested  in  J.  S.  and  not  to  have  resulted  to  the  cognizor  of  the 
fine. 

46.  In  a  subsequent  case.  Lord  Ch.  Just.  Parker  said,  that  a 
fine  being  levied,  and  no  use  declared,  and  a  recovery  having 
been  immediately  after  suffered  of  the  same  lands;  the  writ  of 
entry  being  brought  against  the  cognizee  of  the  fine,  showed 
that  the  intent  of  levying  the  fine  was,  to  make  a  tenant  to  the 
priBcipe. 

47.  It  has  been  often  doubted,  whether  a  husband,  seised  jure 
uxoris,  could  make  a  tenant  to  the  prtecipe  of  his  wife's  land, 
without  her  joining  him  in  a  fine.  This  doubt  probably  arose 
from  the  words  of  Lord  Talbot,  in  the  case  of  Robinson  v.  Cum 
minsy  as  reported  by  Mr.  Forrester;  for  there  his  Lordship  is 
said  to  have  expressed  himself  thus; — ''  It  hath  been  said,  that 
a  feme  tenant  in  tail,  and  her  husband,  cannot  make  a  tenant  to 
the  pritcipe  without  a  fine ;  but  whatever  may  be  the  case  where 
a  husband  was  merely  seised  in  right  of  his  wife,  is  not  necessary 
for  me  to  determine ;  because  in  this  case  Sir  J.  Robinson  did, 
by  his  intermarriage,  become  entitled  to  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  ; 
and  therefore  he  alone,  without  his  wife's  joining,  might  have 
made  a  good  tenant  to  the  pracipe,'* 

48.  In  an  opinion  given  by  the  late  Mr.  Booth  on  this  sub- 
ject, he  observes,  that  this  report  of  Lord  Talbot's  aigument  is 
incorrect;  that  he  himself  was  present  at  the  hearing  of  that 
case,  and  had  a  very  full  note  of  it;  and  that  Lord  Talbot's 
words  were  these : — **  If  I  should  lay  it  down  as  a  rule,  that 
where  the  wife  is  entitled  to  an  estate  tail  in  possession,  her 
husband  and  she  could  not  make  a  tenant  to  the  pracipe^  for  the 
docking  of  the  entail,  without  a  fine,  because  the  law  is  sup^ 
posed  to  appoint  no  other  method  by  which  a  woman  under  co- 
verture can  convey  her  freehold,  but  by  fine,  I  should  shake 
many  of  the  common  recoveries  of  the  kingdom ;  for  whatever 
may  have  been  the  practice  of  some  overcautious  conveyancers^ 
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yet  I  believe  it  hath  oflen  been  held  that  the  husband  alone  may, 
by  deed  only,  and  without  any  fine  levied  by  the  wife,  convey  a 
sufficient  freehold  to  the  grantee  to  make  him  tenant  to  the 
prtecipe" 

49.  This  latter  opinion  seems  to  be  perfectly  consistent  with 

the  principles  of  the  common  law ;  for  Lord  Coke  says—**  If  a  i  io«t-  273  b. 

man  taketh  to  wife  a  woman  who  is  seised  in  fee,  he  gaineth  by 

the  intermarriage  an  estate  of  freehold  in  her  right ;  which  estate 

is  sufficient  to  work  a  remitter/' — It  must  be  the  same  where  a 

man  marries  a  woman  seised  in  tail;  for  a  feme  covert  cannot  i Roll. Ab. 845. 

have  a  seisin  distinct  from  her  husband.    And  on  this  ground  it 

has  been  frequently  determined,  that  the  husband's  conveyance 

is  sufficient  to  transfer  a  good  estate  of  freehold,  during  the  joint 

lives  of  the  husband  and  wife.    Mr.  Pigot  was  of  the  same  opi-  Pa.  72. 

nion,  having  laid  it  down,  that  a  husband  seised  jointly  with  his 

wife,  whether  by  moieties  or  entireties,  or  seised  only  in  right  of 

his  wife,  might  create  an  estate  of  freehold  during  the  coverture, 

and  thereby  make  a  good  tenant  to  the  precipe.    And  this  point 

was  expressly  determined  in  the  following  case,  stated  by  Serjeant 

Roll. 

50.  A  husband  seised  in  right  of  his  wife  for  life,  remainder  in  Roll.  Ab.  Tit. 
tail  to  B.,  remainder  to  C,  bargained  and  sold  the  land  to  an- 
other, against  whom  a  pracipe  was  brought,  who  vouched  him 

in  remainder ;  and  so  a  common  recovery  was  suffered.  Adjudged, 
that  the  recovery  barred  the  remainder,  because  the  bargainee 
was  a  good  tenant  to  the  pracipe. 

51.  It  has  been  a  frequent  practice,  ever  since  the  introduc-  Feoffment. 
tion  of  common  recoveries,  to  make  a  feoffment,  with  livery  of 
seisin,  of  the  lands,  to  the  person  against  whom  the  writ  of  entry 

was  intended  to  be  brought,  it  being  a  common  opinion,  that  a 
feoffment  was  the  most  secure  conveyance  by  which  a  tenant  to 
the  pracipe  could  be  made ;  because  if  the  feoffor  was  in  posses-  Vide  Tit.  32. 
sion  at  the  time  when  the  livery  of  seisin  was  made,  the  feoff- 
ment was  supposed  to  pass  a  good  estate  of  freehold,  either  by 
right  or  by  wrong,  that  is,  by  disseisin ;  but  this  doctrine  has  in 
some  respects  been  denied  in  the  following  case,  (a) 

52.  In  an  ejectment  for  lands  in  Gloucestershire,  the  jury  Taylor  v. 

Horde  1 
1  Burr.  60. 
6  Brown,  Par. 
(a)  [Upon  the  subject  here  noticed  by  the  Author,  see  Mr.  Preston's  Observations,  Cas.  673. 

1  Convey.  59,  60.  and  the  authorities  there  cited.]  J^^**  *^«^-  ^' 
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found  a  special  yerdict,  that  Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  senior,  being 
tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  rever-  . 
sion  in  fee  to  himself,  with  a  power  of  appointing  a  jointure  to 
any  after-taken  wife,  married  Ann  Dacres^  and,  pursuant  to  his 
power,  limited  the  lands  in  question  to  the  said  Ann  Dacres  for 
her  life  as  a  jointure.    Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  senior,  made  his  will 
duly  attested,  and  devised  his  reversion  in  fee,  expectant  on  the 
estate  tail  limited  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  to  Mr.  Atkyns,  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff.    Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  senior,  died,  leaving 
a  son.  Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  junior,  who  entered  on  all  the  estate, 
except  that  part  which  was  limited  to  Lady  Atkyns  for  her 
jointure,  on  which  she  entered.    Lady  Atkyns  being  in  posses- 
sion of  these  lands,  an  ejectment  was  brought  against  her  in  the 
Common  Pleas  by  John  Phillips,  on  the  several  demises  of  Sir 
Robert  Atkyns,  junior,  and  Joseph  Walker,  for  the  recovery  of 
the  premises  in  question,  on  the  ground,  that  Sir  Robert  Atkyns, 
senior,  had  no  power  of  appointing  her  a  jointure ;  and  the  same 
was  tried  at  the  bar  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  when  a  ver- 
dict was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  on  which  judgment  was  entered, 
and  a  writ  of  habere  facias  possessionem  was  sued  out  and  exe- 
cuted ;  and  Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  junior,  entered  into,  and  was  in 
possession  of  the  premises.    Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  junior,  being  thu» 
in  possession  during  the  lifetime  of  Lady  Atkyns,  made  a  feoffment 
of  the  premises,  with  livery  of  seisin,  to  James  Earle,  in  order  to 
make  him  tenant  to  the pracipe,  for  the  purpose  of  suffering  a  com- 
mon recovery^  which  it  was  thereby  declared  should  enure  to  the 
use  of  Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  j  unior,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.   A 
common  recovery  was  accordingly  suffered,  in  which  the  writ  of 
entry  was  brought  against  James  Earle,  the  feoffee,  who  vouched 
Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  junior,  and  his  wife,  and  they  vouched  over 
the  common  vouchee.    Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  junior,  continued  in 
possession,  from  the  time  of  the  recovery  until  November,  1711, 
when  he  died  without  issue.  Lady  Atkyns,  the  jointress,  brought 
an  ejectment  against  Robert  Atkyns,  the  heir  at  law  of  Sir  Ro- 
bert Atkyns,  junior,  for  the  recovery  of  her  jointure;  the  cause 
having  been  tried  at  the  bar  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas*  and 
it  appearing  evidently  to  the  Court  that  Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  se- 
nior, had  a  power  of  appointing  a  jointure  to  Lady  Atkyns, 
which  he  had  duly  executed,  and  that  the  former  verdict  wa» 
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clearly  wrong,  a  general  verdict  was  given  for  the  plaintiff,  on 
which  judgment  was  entered,  and  Lady  Atkyns  was  restored  to 
the  possession  of  the  premises,  and  continued  seised  of  them 
until  the  time  of  her  death.  The  principal  question  in  this  case 
was,  whether  the  recovery  was  well  suffered ;  which  entirely  de* 
pended  upon,  whether  James  Earle,  the  feo£fee  of  Sir  Robert 
Atkyns,  was  a  good  tenant  to  the  precipe. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  reco- 
very was  not  well  suffered ;  and,  to  show  that  James  Earle  took 
no  estate  by  the  feoffment,  which  could  make  him  a  sufficient 
tenant  to  the  freehold,  to  answer  the  writ  in  a  common  recovery, 
it  would  be  material  to  consider,  first,  whether  Sir  Robert  At- 
kyns, junior,  was  tenant  in  tail  in  possession;  and,  secondly, 
supposing  him  to  be  only  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  whether 
his  feoffment  conveyed  the  freehold  to  James  Earle  by  disseisin : 
As  to  the  first  of  these  questions,  if  Sir  Robert  Atkyns  had  been 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  his  bargain  and  sale,  his  lease  and 
release,  his  fine,  or  his  feoffment,  would  have  conveyed  a  base 
fee ;  and  operating  by  way  of  discontinuance,  voidable  either  by 
the  entry  or  action  of  the  issue  in  tail,  or  remainder-man,  would 
have  made,  by  discontinuance,  a  sufficient  tenant  of  the  free- 
hold ;  but  Lady  Atkyns,  the  jointress,  was  seised  of  the  free- 
hold for  life,  at  the  time  of  making  the  feoffment,  and  never 
joined  in  conveying  an  estate  to  the  feoffee;  the  feoffment, 
therefore,  being  only  the  act  of  the  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder, 
must  either  pass  an  estate  by  disseisin,  or  was  absolutely  void. 
Then,  whether  the  feoffment  conveyed  the  freehold   to  John 
Earle,  so  as  to  make  him  a  good  tenant  to  the  pracipe  by 
disseisin,    depended,  first,    on  Sir  R.  A.'8  entry;    secondly, 
on  his  feoffment     By  his  entry,  he  gained  no  freehold;  by 
his  feoffment,   he  conveyed  no  estate;  for,  as  to  his  entry, 
it  was  made  under  a  mistaken  judgment  in  ejectment,  for 
Lady  Atkyns,  the  jointress,  recovered  possession  again  in  eject- 
ment ;  by  which  second  judgment  his  title  was  disaffirmed  ;  and 
as  the  first  judgment  was  plainly  wrong,  his  entry  must  be  con- 
sidered as  the  mere  act  of  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder.     By  the 
judgment  in  ejectment,  he  could  recover  nothing  but  the  term ; 
the  point  of  that  action  is,  that  the  plaintiff  may  gain  posses- 
sion under  his  term.    The  possession  of  the  lessee  being  that  of 
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the  lessor,  the  way  in  which  it  always  operates  to  the  lessor's 
beDefit,  iS;  that  by  obtaining  judgment  for  the  possession  of  his 
supposed  tenant;  he  is  enabled  to  enter;  and,  having  entered, 
the  possession  unites  with  any  present  freehold  in  himself,  whe- 
ther it  be  a  particular  estate,  or  an  estate  in  fee  according  to  his 
right  But,  in  this  case.  Sir  Robert  Atkyns  had  no  present  es- 
tate of  freehold  in  himself,  he  gained  only  a  bare  possession,  and 
the  freehold  still  remained,  in  judgment  of  law,  in  the  jointress, 
who  had  the  right  to  it :  the  entry  of  Sir  Robert  Atkyns  under 
the  judgment,  must  be  a  lawful  entry ;  whether  the  sheriflF  exe- 
cutes the  writ  and  gives  possession,  or  whether  the  party  is  his 
own  officer,  and  executes  it  for  himself  by  taking  possession,  it 
has  been  held,  that  the  entry  is  equally  lawful  in  either  method, 
if  it  pursues  the  judgment.  But  his  possession  being  recovered 
without  title,  no  holding  over  could  gain  the  freehold ;  and  his 
entry  being  lawful,  no  holding  over,  though  wrongful,  could 
create  a  disseisin,  or  change  the  cause  of  his  possession ;  so  that 
his  conveyances  were  absolutely  void,  he  having  no  estate  on 
which  a  release  would  operate  by  way  of  enlargement,  and  there 
being  no  privity  between  him  and  the  owner  of  the  freehold. 
As  to  the  feoffment  of  Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  it  might  be  considered 
in  two  lights.  First,  as  a  conveyance,  operating  either  by  right 
or  by  wrong.  Secondly,  as  a  conveyance,  executed  with  a  par- 
ticular intent  of  making  a  tenant  to  the  pracipe  in  a  common  re- 
covery. I.  As  a  conveyance^  generally,  it  was  not  pretended 
that  it  could  operate  by  right ;  it  could  only  then  be  construed 
to  convey  a  freehold  by  'wrong.  -  But  it  was  a  necessary  conse- 
quence of  the  reasoning  upon  8\t  Robert  Atkyns's  entry,  that 
bis  feoffment  was  absolutely  void  ; '  for,  where  the  true  owner  of 
the  freehold  is  actually  expelled  by  the  tortious  entry  of  the  dis- 
seisor taking  violent  possession  of  the  land»  that  disseisor  has 
gained  an  estate  of  freehold  and  fee,  which  will  pass  by  a  bare 
livery  on  his  feoffment ;  his  force  gained  him  an  estate  by  wrong, 
and  his  feoffment  will  convey  it.  But,  in  this  case,  the  entry 
and  the  possession  being  lawful  so  long  as  the  judgment  was  in 
force,  the  only  wrongful  act  from  which  a  disseisin  could  be  in- 
ferred, was  the  feoffment.  The  giving  livery  upon  that  feoff- 
ment,  not  followed  by  any  possession  of  the  feoffee,  could  never 
make  a  disseisin  in  the  strict,  original,  and  legal  sense ;  it  would 
be  a  disseisin  merely  at  the  election  of  the  rightful  owner  of  the 
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freehold,  and  for  the  sake  of  his  remedy.    It  was  the  act  of  his 
tenant  for  years,  and  the  wrongful  feoffee  was  put  into  posses- 
sion ;  the  true  owner  might  either  accept  his  rent,  and  treat  him 
as  an  under-tenant  and  assignee  of  the  term,  or  he  might  main- 
tain an  assize  and  recover  the  freehold.    If  the  wrongful  feoffor 
continued  in  possession  by  collusion  with  his  feoffee,  as  in  the 
present  case,  the  true  owner  was  under  no  necessity  to  take  no- 
tice of  the  feofiment ;  he  was  not  bound  to  consider  his  own 
tenant  as  a  disseisor,  and  himself  as  out  of  possession,  but  still 
had  it  in  his  election,  either  to  accept  his  rent,  distrain  and  bring 
an  action  for  it,  or  to  proceed  in  a  real  action  for  recovery  of  the 
freehold,  as  in  case  of  a  forfeiture.    Thus,  the  feoffment  of  tenant 
for  years,  or  tenant  by  sufferance,  would  make  a  disseisin  for  the 
benefit  of  his  lessor,  in  respect  of  that  remedy  which  the  lessor 
might  elect  to  take ;  but  estates  in  remainder  could  not  be  dis- 
placed without  a  tortious  entry ;  and,  as  to  such  remainders,  the 
feoffment  was  absolutely  void  in  law.    II.  As  a  conveyance,  exe- 
cuted with  the  particular  intent  to  make  a  tenant  to  the  pracipe 
in  a  common  recovery,  it  had  never  yet  been  determined  that  the 
feoffment  of  a  tenant  for  years,  being  also  tenant  in  tail  in  re- 
mainder, perfected  by  livery  upontheland,  under  colour  of  lawful 
possession  eo  ammo,  to  make  a  tenant  of  the  freehold  in  a  com- 
mon recovery,  would  be  sufficient  to  support  the  judgment  in 
that  recovery,  and  enable  him  to  bar  his  own  and  the  subsequent 
estates ;  if  so,  then  a  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  might  suffer  a 
recovery  in  every  instance,  as  freely  as  a  tenant  in  tail  in  posses- 
sion, not  only  without  the  concurrence  of  the  immediate  owner 
of  the  freehold,  by  his  joining  in  it  as  an  essential  party,  or  sur- 
rendering his  estates,  but  even  without  asking  his  consent,  or 
giving  him  any  notice.     By  collusion  with  the  tenant  for  years, 
by  secret  practices,  ^o  take  advantage  of  a  vacant  possession, 
when  the  tenant  of  the  freehold  was  absent  from  his  house  or 
land,  he  might  execute  a  feoffment,  and  then  suffer  a  common 
recovery,  to  anticipate  that  right  which  the  law  has  wisely  and 
justly  postponed,  till  he  should  chance  to  succeed  in  the  order  of 
the  entail.    If  this  method  of  suffering  recoveries  were  once  es- 
tablished as  legal,  the  eldest  sons  of  the  first  families  in  England, 
who  are  tenants  in  tail  in  remainder,  expectant  on  the  estate  for 
life  of  the  father,  might  dispose  of  the  inheritance  of  their  estates 
at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  against  the  consent  and  in  spite  of  the 
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Wthority  or  the  freehold  of  their  parents.  ConveyanceB  to  make 
a  tenant  to  the  pracipe  in  a  common  recovery,  are  considered  as 
mere  instruments  to  make  parties  in  a  fictitious  action,  to  serve 
the  purpose  of  him  who  means  to  suffer  the  recovery.  Such  a 
feoffee,  as  in  the  present  case,  was  often  called  a  mere  actor 
fabula.  If  he  was  tenant  for  years  of  the  lands  conveyed  by  the 
feoffment  before  the  making  of  it,  his  term  would  not  merge  in 
the  fee-«imple ;  no  dower  could  arise  out  of  it ;  his  judgments  or 
statutes  would  not  bind  it  This  being  the  uniform  tenor  of  de» 
terminations  in  courts  of  law,  in  which  the  intent  of  the  convey- 
ance has  been  considered,  and  not  the  mere  legal  operation  of  it, 
it  followed,  that  the  validity  of  the  estate  must  depend  on  the 
right  and  power  of  him  who  made  it^  to  suffer  a  recovery.  If 
the  feoffor  had  no  such  right  or  power,  his  feoffment  was  void  ; 
and  the  estate  conveyed,  being  founded  in  fraud,  was  as  no  estate 
in  judgment  of  law*  The  common  law  avowed  these  piinciples, 
and  the  legislature  had  adopted  them ;  for  the  statute  14  Geo.  2. 
c.  20.,  which  was  made  to  support  common  recoveries  against 
nice  exceptions,  and  to  raise  presumptions  in  favour  of  them  after 
a  limited  time,  most  anxiously  provides,  that  the  persons  joining 
in  such  recoveries  should  have  sufficient  estate  and  power  to 
suffer  the  same ;  as  if  the  legislature  had  foreseen  the  present 
case,  and  were  aware  and  afraid  that  tenants  in  tail  in  remainder 
might,  by  colour  of  that  law,  in  future  times  suffer  common  re- 
coveries, without  the  concurrence  of  the  true  immediate  owner  of 
the  freehold. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  argued,  that  this  recovery  was  valid, 
and  that  James  Earle  was  actually  tenant  of  the  freehold  when 
judgment  was  given.  First,  because  when  Sir  Robert  Atkyns 
entered,  in  consequence  of  the  judgment  which  he  obtained 
against  Lady  Atkyns,  the  jointress,  he  became  tenant  in  tail  in 
possession.  Secondly,  because  even  if  he  were  only  tenant  for 
years,  his  feoffment  would  convey  an  estate  of  freehold.  In  sup- 
port of  the  first  of  these  positions,  it  was  argued,  that  a  judgment 
is  an  act  of  law,  and,  whilst  it  continues  in  force,  destroys  the 
title  of  the  adverse  party.  A  judgment  in  ejectment,  by  which 
only  the  possession  is  recovered,  not  only  destroys  the  right  of 
possession  which  was  in  the  adverse  party,  but  gives  a  right  of 
possession  to  the  recoveror.  If  the  judgment  in  ejectment  did 
not  produce  this  effect,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  could  not  enter 
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or  be  entided  to  the  writ  of  habere  facia$  po99esnonem;  but  hi» 
having  a  right  to  enter  and  sue  out  that  writ,  infers  his  right  to 
the  possession.  Whilst  the  judgment  stands  in  force,  it  remoyea 
an  intervening  estate  out  of  the  way»  and,  during  that  time,  it  is 
the  same  thing  as  if  it  had  never  existed,  and  the  recoreror's 
right  to  the  possession  will  continue  until  judgment  is  reversed 
by  error,  or  falsified  in  another  action.  In  consequence  of  these 
principles,  it  followed,  that  the  right  to  the  possession  and  the 
remainder  in  tail  meeting  in  the  same  person,  and  that  person 
being  Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  the  possession  and  the  remainder  in 
tail  united,  and  Sir  Robert  Atkyns  became  seised  of  an  estate 
tail  executed,  or,  in  other  words,  of  an  estate  tail  in  possession. 
If  the  nature  of  an  action  of  ejectment,  and  the  consequence 
resulting  from  a  recovery  in  it,  were  considered,  it  would 
appear  in  a  clearer  light.  An  ejectment  is  a  possessory  ac- 
tion, in  which  almost  all  titles  to  land  are  tried ;  whether  the 
party's  title  is  to  an  estate  in  fee,  tail,  for  life,  or  for  years,  the 
remedy  is  by  one  and  the  same  action.  In  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, the  plaintiff  recovers  only  the  possession  of  the  land,  and 
the  execution  is  of  the  possession  only ;  but  if  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  recovers  only  the  possession  of  the  land,  it  may  be 
asked,  how  he  becomes  seised  according  to  his  title  ?  To  which 
it  may  be  answered,  that  when  a  person  is  in  possession  by  title, 
as  every  person  is  who  enters  in  execution  of  a  judgment  in 
ejectment,  because  the  law  does  no  wrong,  the  possession  and 
title  unite ;  for  it  is  a  rule  of  law,  that  when  a  man,  having  a 
title  to  an  estate,  comes  to  the  possession  of  it  by  lawful  means, 
he  shall  be  in  possession  according  to  his  title.  As  where  the 
title  is  to  have  a  fee,  he  becomes  seised  in  fee ;  where  the  title  is  ' 
to  have  an  estate  tail,  he  becomes  seised  of  an  estate  tail,  and  so 
on ;  the  law  casting  the  estate  upon  him  according  to  his  title : 
and,  were  it  not  so,  an  ejectment  would  be  the  most  ineffectual 
remedy  for  the  trial  of  titles  to  estates,  and  would  never  answer 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  brought  into  use,  if  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  acquired  no  more  than  a  bare  possession  after  an 
execution  or  entry  on  a  judgment  in  ^ectment.  In  suppwt  of 
the  second  position,  it  was  said,  that  a  feoffment  operated  on  the 
possession,  without  any  regard  to  the  estate  or  interest  of  the 
feoffor.  A  grant  operated  on  the  estate  or  interest  which  the 
grantor  had  in  the  thing  granted.    To  make  a  feoffment  good 
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Liu s. 61 1. 698.  and  valid,  nothing  was  requisite  but  possession ;  aiid  where  the 
1  Insu    6  .     f^QffQY  had  the  possession,  although  it  was  but  a  bare  and  naked 

one»  yet  a  freehold  or  fee-simple  passed  by  reason. of  the  livery. 
Year  Book,       It  was  no  plea  in  avoidance  of  a  feoffment,  that  the  feoffor  had 

10  Ed   4   ft   d 

nothing  in  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  feoffment,  because  the 
land  passed  by  the  livery ;  if  the  operation  of  the  feoffment  was 
questioned,  the  only  plea  was,  ne  enfeoffa  pas,  which  put  in  issue 
only  the  livery.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  laid  it  down  as  clear 
law,  in  the  case  of  Hunt  v.  Bume,  that  if  a  lessee  for  years  makes 
a  feoffment  with  livery,  though  the  lessor  be  on  the  land  pro- 
testing against  it,  yet  the  land  passes,  because  the  lessee  was 
entitled  to  the  possession.    And  this  opinion  was  supported  by 

Cro.  Elix.  321.    the  determination  in  the  case  of  Read  and  Morpeth  v.  Erington, 

where  the  question  was,  if  a  feoffment  by  a  lessee  for  years,  the 
lessor  being  upon  the  land,  was  a  good  feoffment?  for  it  was  pre- 
tended, that  his  being  upon  the  land  guarded  it  so  that  no  feoff- 
ment could  be  made ;  but  the  Court  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
feoffment  was  good,  because  the  lessee  had  the  sole  right  to  the 
possession,  and  livery  ought  always  to  be  given  of  the  posses* 
sion.  Before  the  statute  of  uses,  a  cestui  que  use  conveyed  the 
use  by  bargain  and  sale,  and  afterwards  levied  a  fine  to  a 
stranger.  And  the  question  was,  whether  the  fine  was  not  void, 
as  neither  of  the  parties  had  any  thing  in  the  land :  for,  by  the 
bargain  and  sale,  the  use  was  in  the  bargainee,  and  nothing  was 
in  the  bargainor  or  in  the  stranger.  It  was  argued,  that  if  this 
fine  was  not  good,  great  inconveniences  would  follow,  for  that 
many  recoveries  had  been  suffered  against  the  bargainor  after  he 

Year  Book,       had  conveyed  the  use :  to  which  Fitzherbert  replied,  ''  It  is  the 

folly  of  purchasers  that  they  do  not  take  a  feoffment  from  the 
cestui  que  use  before  the  fine  is  levied  ;  for  if  they  do,  the  fine 
will  be  good.  I,  for  my  part,  (says  he)  will  never  purchase  any 
land  without  taking  a  feoffment,  so  that  I  may  be  in  possession 
when  the  fine  is  levied ;  for  then  the  fine  will  undoubtedly  be 
good/'  The  possession  here  spoken  of  must  be  a  freehold  at 
least,  because  nothing  less  than  a  freehold  will  support  a  fine ; 
for  if  neither  the  cognizor  nor  cognizee  had  an  estate  of  freehold 
in  possession,  remainder,  or  reversion,  at  the  time  of  levying  the 
fine,  it  would  be  void.  The  feoffment  here  spoken  of,  is  the  feoff- 
ment of  a  cestui  que  use  after  he  had  parted  with  the  use,  and 
whilst  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of  the  estate  was  in  the 
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feoffeesy  so  that  it  was  the  feoffment  of  a  person  who  had  only  a 
bare  and  naked  possession  (unaccompanied  with  the  right)  to  a 
stranger.  This  was  the  opinion^  and  this  was  the  practice,  of 
one  of  the  greatest  lawyers  of  the  age.  The  observations  upon 
the  opinion  of  Fitzherbert  are,  that  if  a  feoffment  from  the  ceshd 
^e  use  to  a  stranger,  after  he  had  conveyed  the  use,  would  have 
made  the  fine  undoubtedly  good,  the  like  feoffment  would  have 
made  a  good  tenant  to  the  prac^:  and  for  this  plain  reason,  be- 
cause the  feoffment  passed  a  freehold.  There  is  a  case  in  Dyer, 
340,  where  the  feoffment  of  a  person  in  remainder,  in  the  absence 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  was  determined  to  be  a  good  feoffment. 
The  case  was,  a  remainder-man  in  fee  enfeoffed  a  stranger,  in 
the  absence  of  a  tenant  for  life,  who  neither  attorned  nor  assent^ 
ed  to  the  feoffment,  but  occupied  the  estate  during  his  life ;  and 
it  was  held  to  be  a  good  feoffment  for  the  fee-simple.  And  in 
the  case  before  the  Court,  the  feoffment  was  made  by  Sir  Robert 
Atkyns  the  remainder-man,  in  the  absence  of  the  tenant  for  life, 
who  neither  attorned  nor  assented,  and  who  occupied  the  estate 
during  her  life.  A  distinction  was  made  between  rightful  and 
wrongful  conveyances.  A  fine,  release,  or  bargain  and  sale,  are 
called  rightful  conveyances,  and  a  feofiment  a  wrongful  one ;  but 
no  such  distinction  exists,  for  all  conveyances  are  in  themselves 
equally  rightful,  and  are  to  be  made  use  of  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  case  to  which  they  are  applicable ;  that  a  freehold 
would  not  pass  by  a  fine,  release,  or  bargain  and  sale,  from  a 
person  who  had  only  a  bare  and  naked  possession,  did  not  pro- 
ceed from  these  conveyances  being  lawful  ones,  but  fix>m  the 
nature  of  them,  whose  property  it  was  to  convey  nothing  but 
what  the  maker  of  them  might  lawfully  convey,  because  they 
operated  as  a  grant ;  therefore,  to  infer  from  thence,  that  a  free- 
hold would  not  pass  by  a  feoffment,  which  was  a  conveyance  of 
ft  different  operation,  and  whose  property  was  to  pass  a  freehold 
and  fee  by  force  of  the  livery,  was  an  inconclusive  argument : 
every  one  who  can  get  into  possession  has,  and  ever  had,  a 
power  to  make  a  feoffment,  for  the  law  makes  no  distinction  of 
persons ;  and,  whenever  a  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  had  ob- 
tained the  possession,  whether  by  right  or  by  wrong,  and  had 
done  an  act  whilst  in  possession  to  make  a  tenant  to  ihepracipe, 
in  order  to  suffer  a  common  recovery,  no  instance  could  be  pro« 
duced  where  such  an  act  had  been  adjudged  fraudulent,  Unfair, 
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or  irregular.  The  principal  aigament,  opposed  to  the  doctrine 
here  laid  down,  might  be  reduced  to  the  head  of  inconyenience. 
But  the  question  was  not,  what  inconvenience  would  attend  the 
determination  either  way,  but  what  was  the  law.  The  inconye- 
Bience,  if  there  were  one,  arose  from  the  nature  and  operation  of 
a  feoffment^  and  could  not  be  avoided  but  by  taking  away  that 
conveyance,  or  depriving  it  of  an  operation  which  it  had  been 
allowed  to  have  by  all  the  sages  of  the  law.  But,  to  do  that, 
was  not  in  the  power  of  a  court  of  justice ;  since  no  maxim  of 
the  common  law  could  be  abrogated  or  abolished,  but  by  a  legiB- 
lative  authority.  It  was  once  thought  to  be  a  great  inconve- 
nience, that  a  descent^  immediately  after  a  disseisin,  should  take 
away  the  entry  of  the  person  disseised ;  at  another  time,  it  was 
thought  to  be  no  small  one,  that  the  son  should  lose  his  patri- 
mony because  he  happened  to  be  born  out  of  time ;  and»  until 
lately^  an  heir  might  have  been  deprived  of  his  family  estate  by 
the  warranty  of  an  ancestor,  who  was  never  in  possession  of  it. 
These  inconveniences  were  as  great  as  that  which  was  pretended 
to  arise  from  the  feoffment  of  a  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  ex- 
pectant on  an  estate  for  life,  and  yet  they  continued  through 
ages,  till  the  legislature  took  them  away.  When  the  law  was 
doubtful,  it  might  be  allowable  to  draw  an  argument  from  incon* 
venience ;  but  where  the  law  was  clear  and  precise,  as  it  was, 
that  the  feoffment  of  a  person  in  possession,  let  him  come  to  the 
possession  how  he  would,  passed  a  fee,  an  argument  from  incon- 
venience was  not  admissible,  because  it  tended  to  undermine  and 
overthrow  the  law. 

Lord  Mansfield  delivered  the  resolution  of  the  Court,  of  which 
I  shall  present  the  reader  with  an  abstract,  as  far  as  it  relates  to 
the  validity  of  the  recovery.  ''  As  Lady  Atkyns  had  an  estate 
for  life  in  the  premises,  and  did  not  join  by  surrender  or  other- 
wise, in  any  conveyance  of  the  freehold  to  James  Earle,  the 
tenant  to  the  pnedpe,  the  great  question  is,  whether  James  Eaile 
had  acquired  the  freehold  by  disseisin.  The  better  to  judge  of 
this  question,  it  vrill  be  proper  to  attempt  finding  out  what  the 
old  law  meant  by  a  disseisin,  which  constituted  the  tenant  of  the 
freehold,  in  respect  of  every  demandant  suing  out  a  pnecipe, 
although  the  owner's  entry  was  not  taken  away ;  for,  where  the 
right  of  possession  was  acquired,  and  the  owner  put  to  his  real 
action,  there,  without  doubt,  the  possessor  had  got  the  freehold 
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though  by  wrong.  Seisin  is  a  technical  term,  to  denote  the 
completion  of  that  investiture  by  which  the  tenant  was  admitted 
into  the  tenure,  and  without  which  no  freehold  could  be  consti- 
tuted, or  pass.  Sciendum  est  feudum  sine  investiturd  nuUo  tnodo  Feud.  lib.  i. 
eanstitui  passe.  Disseisin  must»  therefore,  mean,  some  way  or 
other  of  turning  the  tenant  out  of  his  tenure,  and  usurping  his 
place  and  feudal  relation.  Formerly,  no  tenant  could  alien 
without  licence  from  the  lord ;  when  the  lord  consented,  the  only 
form  of  conveyance  was  by  feoffment,  publicly  made  coram 
paribus,  with  the  lord's  concurrence.  Homage  or  fealty  was 
solemnly  sworn,  and  suit  of  court  and  services  were  frequently 
done.  The  freeholder  represented  the  whole  fee,  did  the  duty  to 
the  lord,  and  defended  the  whole  fee  against  strangers.  The 
freehold  never  could  be  in  abeyance,  because  the  lord  must  never 
be  at  a  loss  to  know  upon  whom  to  call  as  his  tenant;  nor  a 
stranger  at  a  loss  to  know  against  whom  to  bring  his  pracipe. 
From  the  necessity  of  there  being  always  a  visible  tenant  of  the 
freehold,  and  the  notoriety  who  acted  and  did  suit  and  service  as 
such,  many  privileges  were  allowed  to  innocent  persons  deriving 
title  from  the  freeholder  de  facto.  The  statute  of  quia  emptores 
terrarum,  and  other  statutes  which  extended  the  power  of  alien- 
ation to  the  King's  tenants  in  capite,  the  frequent  releases  of 
feudal  services,  the  statutes  of  uses  and  wills,  and,  at  last,  the 
total  abolition  of  all  military  tenures,  have  left  little  more  than 
the  names  of  feoffment,  seisin,  tenure,  and  freeholder,  without 
any  precise  knowledge  of  the  things  originally  signified  by  these 
sounds.  The  idea  which  modem  times  annex  to  freehold  or  free- 
holder, is  taken  merely  from  the  duration  of  the  estate.  Copy- 
holds, and  the  customary  freeholds  in  the  north,  retain  some 
faint  traces  of  the  old  system  of  feudal  tenures.  It  is  obvious 
how  a  man  may  visibly  be  the  copyholder  or  customary  free- 
holder de  facto,  in  prejudice  of  the  rightful  tenant.  It  is  obvious 
too,  that,  usurping  such  copyhold  or  customary  tenure,  is  a 
different  fact  from  a  naked  possession  or  occupation  of  the  land ; 
but  whoever  will  look  into  the  practice  of  other  countries,  where 
tenures  subsist  with  all  the  solemnities  of  feoffments  and  seisins, 
upon  every  change  of  a  tenant  by  descent  or  alienation,  and 
upon  every  usurpation  of  the  real  right,  will  easily  comprehend, 
that,  formerly,  it  was  as  notorious  who  was  the  feudal  tenant 
tie  facto,  as  who  is  now  de  facto  incumbent  of  a  living,  or 
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mayor  of  a  corporation.  Disseisin  is  a  complicated  fact,  and 
differs  from  dispossessing.  The  freeholder  by  disseisin  differs 
from  a  possessor  by  wrong.  Bracton  puts  many  cases  of  posses- 
sion wrongfully  taken,  which  he  calls  intrusion,  because  there 
was  no  disseisin,  possessio  quoi  nuda  est  amnino,  et  sine  aliquo 
veitimento,  qua  didtur  intrusio,  A  particular  tenant,  according  to 
the  feudal  notions,  was  in  as  of  the  seisin  of  the  fee,  of  which 
his  estate  was  a  part ;  if  he  aliened  the  fee,  which  he  could  only 
do  by  solemn  feoffment,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  lord  of 
whom  the  fee  was  held,  be  forfeited  his  particular  estate,  for 
having  betrayed  his  seisin  with  which  he  was  intrusted.  But,  on 
account  of  the  privity  and  confidence  between  him  and  the  rever*- 
sioner,  and  the  notorious  solemnity  of  the  act  of  investiture,  his 
feoffment  disseised  the  reversioner.  Bracton  mentions  the  disseisin 
in  this  case,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  and  as  a  thing  which 
could  not  possibly  be  otherwise ; — itemfacii  quis  disseinnam  cum 
quit  in  seisin&fuerit  ut  de  libero  tenemento  et  ad  vitam,  vel  ad  ter- 
mifmm  annorum,  vel  nomine  custodi4B,  vel  aliquo  alio  modo,  alium 
Jeqffaverit  in  prgudicium  veri  dondni,  etfecerit  alteri  Uberum  tene^ 
mentum ;  cum  duo  simul  et  semel  de  eodem  tenemento  et  in  soUdum 
esse  nan  possunt  in  seisind.  He  considered  it  as  impossible  for  the 
true  tenant  not  to  be  put  out,  when  the  other  actually  came  into 
his  place.  So  late  as  the  32  Eliz.  in  the  case  of  Matheson 
V.  Trot,  1  Leon.  209,  the  distinction  upon  which  the  judgment 
turned,  was,  "  that  Henry  Denny  gained  a  wrongful  possession  in 
fee,  but  did  not  gain  any  seisin,  so  no  disseisor ;  therefore  the 
descent  to  his  heir  was  not  privileged.''  The  precise  definition 
of  what  constituted  a  disseisin,  which  made  the  disseisor  tenant 
to  the  demandant's  pracipe,  though  the  right  owner's  entry  was 
not  taken  away,  was  once  well  known,  but  it  is  not  now  to  be 
found.  The  more  we  read,  unless  we  are  very  careful  to  distin- 
,  guish,  the  more  we  shall  be  confounded ;  for,  after  the  assize  of 
novel  disseisin  was  introduced,  the  Legislature,  by  many  acts  of 
parliament,  and  the  courts  of  law  by  liberal  constructions,  in 
furtherance  of  justice,  extended  this  remedy,  for  the  sake  of  the 
owner,  to  every  trespass  or  injury  done  to  his  real  property,  if,  by 
bringing  his  assize,  he  thought  fit  to  admit  himself  disseised. 
The  law  books  treat  of  disseisin  with  a  view  to  the  assize,  which 
was  the  common  method  of  trying  titles  till  ejectment  came  into 
nse.    Littleton,  who  wrote  long  after  the  remedy  by  assize  was 
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enlarged  by  statutes^  and,  by  an  equitable  latitude  of  conatruc- 
tion,  speaks  of  disseisins  principally  as  bptiiveen  the  owner  and 
trespasser  or  possessor^  with  an  eye  to  the  remedy  by  assize. 
These  are  the  common  places  from  whence  many  descriptions 
ha^e  been  cited  of  a  disseisin ;  but  such  authorities  can  give 
little  light  to  the  present  question,  which  depends  upon  the 
nature  of  such  a  disseisin  as  made  the  disseisor  tenant  to  every 
demandant,  and  freeholder  de  facto  in  spite  of  the  true  owner. 
Though  the  term  disseisin  happens  to  be  the  same,  the  thing 
signified  by  that  word,  as  applied  to  the  two  cases  of  actual 
disseisin,  or  disseisin  by  election,  is  very  different.  This  dis- 
tinction of  disseisin  at  election  is  made  in  the  case  of  Blunden 
V.  Baughy  Cro.  Car.  302.  In  a  manuscript  report  of  this  case, 
much  fuller  than  the  printed  one,  the  three  Judges,  with  whom 
agreed  the  four  Judges  of  the  Common  Pleas,  argued  and  held, 
'^  that  the  lessee  for  years  of  the  tenant  at  will  was  a  disseisor, 
at  the  election  of  the  original  lessor,  for  the  sake  of  his  remedy, 
but  never  could  be  looked  upon  as  the  freeholder,  or  a  disseisor 
in  spite  of  the  owner,  or  with  regard  to  third  persons."  And 
the  manuscript  note  says,  if  a  precipe  was  brought  against  him, 
he  might  say,  *^  I  am  not  tenant  to  the  freehold."  If  a  lessee 
for  life,  or  years,  makes  a  feoffment,  the  lessor  may  still  distrain 
for  the  rent,  or  charge  the  person  to  whom  it  is  paid  as  a  receiver, 
or  bring  an  ejectment,  and  choose  whether  he  will  consider  him- 
self as  disseised,  or  not.  Metcalf  ex  dem.  Parry  and  others, 
which  was  a  case  reserved  at  Salop  assizes,  25th  March,  1743, 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  who  gave  judg- 
ment on  the  24th  of  November,  1743,  was  thus :  Tenant  in  tail 
of  lands  leased  by  his  father  to  a  second  son  for  lives  (under 
a  power,)  upon  his  father's  death  received  the  rent  from 
the  occupier,  as  owner;  and,  as  if  no  such  lease  had  been 
made,  he  suffered  a  common  recovery :  it  was  held,  that  this  was 
only  a  disseisin  of  the  freehold  at  election,  and  that  therefore  he 
could  not  make  a  good  tenant  to  the  precipe,  and  the  recovery 
was  adjudged  bad.  I  will  now  consider,  whether  James  Earle 
can  be  deemed  a  good  tenant  of  the  freehold  by  disseisin.  Dis- 
seisin is  a  fact,  it  is  not  found ;  all  the  jury  say  is,  that  soon  after 
the  judgment  in  ejectment.  Sir  Robert  Atkyns  entered,  and  was 
in  possession.  This  must  be  taken  to  be  an  entry  in  consequence 
of  the  judgment ;  it  was  so  considered  on  settling  the  special 
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▼erdict,  otherwise  the  defendants  have  no  case;  for  it  is  not 
found  that  Lady  Atkyns  was  ever  ousted,  or  quitted  the  posses- 
8ion»  or  that  Sir  Robert  was  ever  seised*  Taking  possession 
under  a  judgment  in  ejectment^  never  could  be  a  disseisin  of  the 
freehold.  Suppose  it  a  real  proceeding,  the  termor  of  a  disseisee 
might,  by  the  old  law,  recover  against  the  disseisor ;  he  might 
recover  against  the  feoffee  of  his  lessor;  but  he  cbuld  never 
thereby  become  a  disseisor  of  the  freehold ;  he  never  could  be 
other  than  a  termor,  enjoying  in  the  nature  of  a  bailiff,  by  virtue 
of  a  real  covenant.  In  respect  of  the  freehold,  his  possession 
enured  always  by  right,  and  never  by  wrong.  If  the  lessor  had 
enfeoffed,  it  enured  to  the  alienee :  if  the  lessor  was  disseised  and 
might  enter,  it  enured  to  the  disseisee ;  if  his  entry  was  taken 
away,  it  enured  to  the  heir  or  feoffee  of  the  disseisor,  who,  in  that 
case,  had  the  right  of  possession.  Suppose  the  proceeding  (as 
it  is)  a  fictitious  remedy,  then  in  truth  and  substance  a  judgment 
in  ejectment  is  a  recovery  of  the  possession,  not  of  the  seisin  or 
freehold,  without  prejudice  to  the  right,  as  it  may  afterwards  ap- 
pear, even  between  the  parties.  He  who  enters  under  it,  in  truth 
and  substance  can  only  be  possessed  according  to  right,  prou^  lex 
postulate  If  he  has  a  freehokl,  he  is  in  as  a  freeholder ;  if  he  has 
a  chattel  interest,  he  is  in  as  a  termor ;  and  in  respect  of  the 
freehold,  his  possession  enures  according  to  right.  It  is  found 
that  the  ejectment  was  brought  by  Sir  Robert  Atkyns  to  recover 
the  possession,  but  it  is  not  found  that  he  claimed  the  freehold. 
The  title  must  now  be  taken  as  in  the  special  verdict,  therefore 
it  appears  that  he  had  no  right  to  the  possession.  His  feoffee 
could  be  in  no  other  condition  than  himself;  he  had  a  possession 
without  prejudice  to  the  right,  and  could  convey  no  other.  He 
was  not  in  as  a  particular  tenant ;  there  was  no  privity  of  any 
seisin ;  he  had  only  a  naked  possession.  But  the  case  is  still 
stronger ;  the  true  owner  cannot  even  elect  to  make  a  person  in 
possession,  under  a  judgmegt  in  ejectment,  a  disseisor.  He 
could  not  bring  an  assise  of  novd  dinemn;  the  entiy  is  not  inr^ 
justi  et  dnejudiciOf  but  under  the  authority  of  a  court  of  justice, 
and  therefore  lawful.  There  is  still  behind,  though  it  happens 
not  to  be  necessary,  a  larger  ground  upon  which  to  determine 
this  question,  and  more  satisfactory,  because  jobotb  intelligible, 
from  the  nature  of  a  common  reeorery  now,  and  a  feoffment  to 
make  a  tenant  to  the  praeipe  with  that  view  only.    The  sense  of 
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wise  men,  and  the  general  bent  of  the  people  in  this  country, 
have  ever  been  against  making  land  perpetually  unalienable. 
The  utility  of  the  end  was  thought  to  justify  any  means  to  attaia 
it.  Nothing  could  be  more  agreeable  to  the  law  of  tenures  than 
a  male  fee  unalienable;  but  this  bent  to  set  property  free, 
allowed  the  donee,  after  a  son  was  born,  to  destroy  the  limita- 
tion, and  break  the  condition  of  his  investiture.  No  sooner  had 
the  statute  De  Donis  repeated  what  the  law  of  tenures  said  be- 
fore, that  the  tenor  of  the  grant  should  be  observed,  than  the 
same  bent  permitted  a  tenant  in  tail  of  the  freehold  and  inherit- 
ance to  make  an  alienation  voidable  only  under  the  name  of  a 
discontinuance ;  but  this  was  a  small  rehef.  At  last,  the  people 
having  groaned  for  two  hundred  years  iznder  the  inconvenieoees 
of  so  m«ch  property  being  unalienable,  and  the  great  men,  to 
raise  the  pride  of  their  families,  and,  m  those  tut bulent  times,  to 
preserve  then*  estates  from  forfeiture,  preventing  any  alteration 
by  tlie  legislature,  the  same  bent  threw  out  a  fiction  in  Taltarum's 
case,  by  which  tenant  in  tail  of  the  freehold  and  inheritance,  or 
with  the  consent  of  the  freehdder,  might  alien  absolutely.  Public 
utility  adopted  and  gave  a  sanction  to  the  doctrine,  for  the  real 
political  reason,  to  break  entails ;  bat  the  ostensible  reason,  from 
the  fictitious  recompense,  hampered  succeeding  times  how  to 
distinguish  cases  which  were  within  the  false  reasoning  given, 
but  not  within  the  real  policy  of  the  invention,  till  at  last  the 
legislature  applauded  common  recoveries  by  a  variety  of  statutes. 
As  the  legislature  has  for  ages  avowed  the  proposition,  we  may 
DOW  say,  that  common  recoveries  are  a  mere  form  of  conveyance, 
all  necessary  circumstances  of  form  and  ceremony  are  taken  « 
from  its  fictitioos  original.  The  policy  of  this  species  of  alien- 
ation meant  to  take  a  middle  way  as  to  entails,  between  perpe- 
tuities and  absolute  property ;  alienations  were  allowed,  yet  in 
such  a  shape  as  necessarily  required  deliberation  and  delay ; 
and  they  were  only  allowed  to  be  made  by  tenant  in  tail  in  pos- 
session, or  by  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  with  the  consent  of 
the  owner  of  the  first  estate  for  life;  the  eldest  son  was  re- 
strained in  the  lifetime  of  his  father  or  mother,  or  any  other  an- 
cestor or  relation  seised  for  life  under  a  family  settlement.  The 
act  of  14  Geo.  2.  proceeds  upon  the  parties  to  a  recovery  having 
power  to  suffer  it :  Sir  Robert  Atkyns  the  son  had  no  right  to 
suffer  a  common  recovery,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  joint- 
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ress ;  any  contrivance  therefore  to  do  it,  without  her  joining,  is 
artifice  and  evasion.  If  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  is  disseised, 
though  the  precipe  be  brought  against  the  disseisor,  yet  if  he  is 
vouched,  the  recovery  shall  bar,  because  he  had  power  to  bar. 
In  Jennings's  case,  10  Co.  44,  the  recovery  is  supported,  because 
the  parties  had  power  to  bar ;  by  parity  of  reason,  this  recovery 
ought  not  to  be  supported,  because  the  parties  had  no  power ;  if 
it  was,  the  law  must  be  overturned.  Every  remainder-man  in 
tail  might  easily  get  a  naked  possession,  and  make  a  secret  feoff- 
ment. The  plan  of  marriage  and  other  family  settlements,  is  to 
limit  a  remainder  to  the  first  and  every  other  son  in  tail ;  the  ne- 
gative which  the  father  now  has  upon  the  eldest  son's  suffering 
a  common  recovery,  is  the  very  means  and  consideration  of  get-* 
ting  the  estate  resettled  upon  the  marriage  of  the  eldest  son.  By 
this  method,  the  moment  he  attains  to  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  he  may  set  his  father  at  defiance,  suffer  a  common  reco- 
very, and  bar  all  the  rest  of  the  family.  This  consequence  alone, 
in  a  case  unprecedented,  is  a  sufficient  objection.  If,  before  the 
introduction  of  common  recoveries  as  a  conveyance,  this  question 
had  been  agitated  in  an  adversary  real  action,  upon  a  plea  that 
Earle  was  not  tenant  to  the  freehold,  it  would  have  been  ad- 
judged, from  the  law,  and  artificial  learning  of  tenures,  that  he 
could  not  be  so  considered.  If  the  question  had  been,  whether 
tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  should,  by  such  an  injurious  entry 
and  feoffment,  acquire  a  benefit  to  himself,  to  the  prejudice  of 
his  reversioner,  it  would  have  been  adjudged,  from  eternal  prin- 
ciples of  justice,  that  an  act  founded  in  wrong  should  not,  by 
virtue  of  the  crime  itself,  become  legal  for  the  author's  advan- 
tage. As  it  is  now  agitated,  when  common  recoveries  are  esta- 
blished as  a  species  of  alienation,  the  only  question  is,  whether 
the  rule  of  law  which  requires  the  concurrence  of  the  owner  of 
the  £rst  estate  for  life,  shall  be  overturned  ?  It  is  better  to  sub- 
vert the  rule  directly,  than  suffer  it  to  be  done  by  a  secret  inju- 
rious entry  and  feoffment,  which  cannot  be  prevented,  and 
which  the  owner  may  never  bear  of.  There  is  no  injury  or  wrong 
for  which  the  law  does  not  provide  a  remedy.  But  if  this  stra- 
tagem should  prevail,  redress  must  follow  too  late,  unless  the 
entry  of  the  tenant  for  life  shall  avoid  the  recovery ;  if  it  would, 
4here  is  an  end  of  the  present  question,  for  the  jointress  entered^ 
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and  was  entitled  to  the  profits  from  Sir  Robert  Atkyns  as  a 
trespasser  ab  initio. 

In  every  light,  and  upon  every  ground  of  law,  this  recovery  is 
bad. 

Notwithstanding  these  arguments,  judgment  was  unanimously 
given  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was 
barred  by  the  statute  of  Limitations,  the  ejectment  not  having  Vide  Tit.  31. 
been  brought  within  twenty  years  after  the  lessor's  title  accrued. 
A  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where  it  was 
also  determined  that  the  plaintiff  was  barred  by  the  statute  of 
Limitations. 

John  Atkyns,  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause,  having  died  without 
issue,  the  person  who  was  next  in  remainder  under  the  will  of 
Sir  Robert  Atkyns,  brought  an  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  the 
same  premises :  and  the  validity  of  this  recovery  having  been 
again  discussed  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Mich.  18  Geo. 
III.  Mr.  Justice  Aston  delivered  the  opifiion  of  himself,  Mr. 
Justice  Willes,  and  Mr.  Justice  Ashurst,  (Lord  Mansfield  being 
absent)  that  the  recovery  was  void,  because  James  Earle  was  not 
a  good  tenant  to  the  pradpCy  and  judgment  was  therefore  given 
for  the  plaintiff.  The  arguments  which  were  made  on  that  oc- 
casion are  very  accurately  reported  by  Mr.  Cowper ;  but  as  they  Cowper's  R. 
are  the  very  same  which  had  been  used  on  the  former  hearing,  it  ^^' 
is  unnecessary  to  state  them.^ 

53.  It  has  been  stated,  that  where  lands  are  let  for  years,  the  Giant. 

.  •         Til  32  c  4 

lessor  may  transfer  the  immediate  estate  of  freehold  in  possession 
by  grant ;  and  though  a  tenant  to  the  precipe  was  never  made 
by  grant,  yet  it  might  sometimes  happen,  that  the  conveyance  of 
an  estate  could  only  operate  by  way  of  grant,  in  which  case  it 
would  be  construed  in  that  manner. 

54.  A  good  tenant  to  the  pracipe  might  be  made  by  bargain  Bargain  and 

and  sale  enrolled,  (a)  and  the  bargainee  might  appear  and  vouch  jj®  ^2!^^  9* 

before  entry,  or  before  the  bargain  and  sale  was  enrolled,  pro^-  Robinson  v. 

vided  it  were  enrolled  within  six  months,  as  prescribed  by  the  Forres°''i64. 

statute.     For  although  the  freehold  does  not  pass  from  the  bar-  Haggerston  v. 

gainor  until  the  enrolment,  yet  as  soon  as  that  is  done,  the  free-  5  Bar!Tcres8. 

ipi.  ' 

"^  (a)  [The  statute  3  &  4  WiU.  4.  c.  74.  s.  \0,,  enacts  that  no  recovery  shall  be  in- 
valid for  want  of  the  due  inrolroent  of  a  bargain  and  sale  to  make  the  tenant  to  the 
writ,  provided  such  recovery  would  have  been  otherwise  valid.    Vide  infra,  c.  6.] 
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hold  is  considered  as  having  passed  from  the  bargainor  at  the 

time  when  the  bargain  and  sale  was  executed,  by  relation*    And 

^^d^Se?'  ^^      ^^  common  recoveries  were  much  favoured  by  the  courts  of  law, 

Tit.  32.  a  bargain  and  sale  to  make  a  tenant  to  the  pracipe  would  not 

be  deemed  void  on  account  of  any  trifling  mistake  or  inac- 
curacy. 
Lease  and  66.  A  tenant  to  the  pracipe  might  also  be  made  by  lease  and 

Baric»'v.  release ;  and  the  reservation  of  a  peppercorn  in  the  bargain  and 

r^-^^oo     11      sale  for  a  year  was  a  sufficient  consideration  to  raise  a  use  in  the 

III.  32.  c.  11.  ^ 

bargainee,  so  as  to  make  the  release  valid,  for  the  purpose  of  sup* 
porting  a  common  recovery. 
A  lecoveiy  good  56.  By  the  Statute  14  Geo.  2.  c.  20.  s.  6.  reciting  that  it  had 
years,  though  frequently  happened,  that  the  deeds  for  making  the  tenants  to 
make  a  tenant  the  writfi  of  entry,  <or  other  writs  for  common  recoveries,  had 
to  the  praecipe     been  lost,  it  is  enacted,  that  every  common  recovery  then  suffered, 

or  thereafter  to  be  suffered,  should,  after  the  expiration  of  20 
years  from  the  time  of  the  suffering  thereof,  be  deemed  good  and 
valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  if  it  appear  upon  the  face  of 
such  recovery  that  there  was  a  tenant  to  the  writ,  and  if  the  per- 
sons joining  in  such  had  a  sufficient  estate  and  power  to  suffer 
the  same,  notwithstanding  the  deed  or  deeds,  for  making  the 
tenant  to  such  writ,  should  be  lost  or  not  appear,  (a) 
A  recovery  67.  Although  in  general  a  common  recovery  was  not  valid 

whhoaTrtenant  without  a  tenant  to  the  pracipe,  yet  in  some  cases  a  common  re- 
u)*MoS'^^'  ^^^^^  might  operate  by  estoppel,  though  there  were  no  tenant 
Codb.  147.        to  the  pracipe;  but  this  was  only  where  the  person  who  suffered 

the  common  recovery  was  tenant  in  fee  simple;  for  the  issue  of 
a  tenant  in  tail  could  not  be  bound  by  estoppel,  as  they  did  not 
claim  from  their  immediate  ancestor,  but  from  the  first  purchaser, 
performam  donu 

(a)  [The  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  s.  11.  remedies  in  certain  caaes  recoTeriet 
defective,  in  consequence  of  there  not  being  proper  tenants  to  the  writs  of  entiy.  Vide 
infra,  c.  6.] 
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Section  I. 

Im  describing  the  manner  of  aaifering  a  commoii  reeoirery,  it  has  Vo^fasr. 
been  said,  that  when  tba  tenant  to  the  pnedpe  appeared  in  Cowt 
to  answer  the  demandant's  writ,  he,  instead  of  defending  tba 
title  to  the  land,  voaehed,  that  is,  called  on  another  person,  who 
was  supposed  to  have  warranted  the  title  to  him  at  the  tima  of 
the  original  purchase,  and  prayed  that  the  same  persoo  might  be 
called  in  to  defend  the  titk  which  he  warranted,  or  otherwise  to 
give  lands  of  equal  value  to  those  which  he  should  lose  by  the 
defect  of  his  warranty. 

2.  In  all  real  actions  the  demandant  had  a  right  to  counter-  Pigot,  16. 
plead  the  voucher;  that  is,  to  show  in  his  replication  that  the 
tenant  ought  not  to  be  allowed  such  a  voucher ;  and  the  vouchee 
might  also  counterplead  the  warranty,  .by  showing  that  he  was 
not  obliged  to  warrant  the  lands  to  the  tenant.  But  when  a 
person  was  vouched  to  warranty,  and  entered  of  his  own  accord 
into  the  warranty,  the  law  presumed  that  he  parted  with  his  pos- 
session with  warranty,  and  came  in  then  to  warrant  the  same 
possession,  otherwise  he  would  not  enter  into  the  warranty,  but 
would  counterplead  it,  for  he  might  demand  the  lien ;  and  if  tha 
tenant  showed  a  lien,  he  might  counterplead  it.    But  if  he  en- 
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tered  into  the  warranty  without  demanding  a  lien,  no  person 
could  afterwards  aver  that  there  was  no  warranty ;  for  when  the 
vouchee,  by  entering  into  the  warranty,  bound  himself  to  render 
in  value,  in  case  the  demandant  recovered,  the  cause  of  warranty 
was  not  examinable  either  by  a  privy  or  a  stranger,  because  the 
law  would  presume  that  the  vouchee  was  compellable  to  enter 
into  the  warranty,  otherwise  he  would  never  run  such  a  risk. 

3.  When  the  vouchee  had  entered  into  the  warranty,  he  came 
in  loco  tenentis,  and  in  judgment  of  law,  was  tenant  to  the  de- 
mandant ;  and  then  the  demandant  counted  against  him  as  he 
did  before  against  the  tenant ;  and  the  vouchee  might  plead  all 
those  pleas  which  the  tenant  might  have  pleaded,  and  also  any 
pleas  which  might  arise  after  he  had  entered  into  the  warranty. 

4.  Thus,  if  a  pfacipe  quod  reddat  was  brought  against  A., 
who  vouched  B.,  who  entered  into  warranty,  and  afterwards  the 
demandant  released  all  his  right  to  A. ;  there,  although  A.  could 
not  plead  this  release,  because  from  the  time  when  B.  entered 
into  the  warranty  A.  was  not  before  the  Courts  yet  B.  might 
plead  this  release,  or  might  plead  a  release  to  himself  from  the 
demandant. 

6.  The  demandant  might  release  to  the  vouchee,  although  the 
vouchee  had  nothing  in  the  land  ;  for  when  the  vouchee  entered 
into  the  warranty,  he  became  tenant  to  the  demandant,  and 
might  render  the  land  to  him  on  account  of  the  privity  which 
was  between  them.  And  if  a  fine  were  levied  by  a  vouchee  to 
a  demandant,  or  by  a  demandant  to  a  vouchee,  it  would  be  good, 
because  the  vouchee  was  supposed  to  have  the  freehold. 

6.  If  the  vouchee  was  present  in  court,  he  immediately  entered 
into  the  warranty ;  in  which  case,  the  entry  in  the  record  was 
thus:  ^*  And  the  said  William,  in  his  proper  person,  cometh  and 
defendeth  his  right,  when,  &c.  and  thereupon  voucheth  to  war- 
ranty Roger  Blagrave,  Esq.  who  is  present  here  in  court,  in  his 
proper  person,  and  freely  warranteth  to  him  the  tenements  afore- 
said." 

7.  It  frequently  happened,  that  neither  the  tenant  nor  the 
person  vouched  could  conveniently  appear  personally  in  court, 
in  which  case  they  made  warrants  of  attorney  to  some  other 
person  to  appear  in  their  stead.  The  warrant  of  attorney  of  the 
tenant  to  the  pracipe  was  thus :  "  A.  B.  puts  in  his  place  C.  D. 
and  E.  F.,  his  attorneys,  jointly  and  severally,  against  J.  B.,  to 


Title  XXXVI.  Recovery.  Ch.  III.  $.  7—12.  313 

gain  or  lose  in  a  plea  of  land/'  &c.  And  if  the  person  who 
came  in  as  voochee  made  a  warrant  of  attorney,  it  was  thus : 
"J.  K.,  whom  A.  B.  voucheth  to  warranty,  putteth  in  his  place 
L.  M.  and  N.  O.,  his  attorneys,  jointly  and  severally,  against 
J.  B.,  to  gain  or  lose  in  a  plea  of  land,"  8cc. 

8.  These  warrants  of  attorney  must  have  been  acknowledged 
either  before  a  Judge,  who  was  to  sign  them,  or  before  the 
Justices  of  assize  where  the  lands  lay ;  or  else  before  commis- 
sioners appointed  by  a  writ  of  decUmus  potestatem  de  attomato 

fadendo:  who  certified  the  names  of  the  persons  whom  the 
tenant  and  vouchee  appointed  for  their  attorneys,  under  their 
hands  and  seals. 

9.  This  writ  of  dedimus  poiestatem  was  not  founded  on  the  ^'^^  N.  B.  17. 
statute  of  Carlisle,  which  only  extended  to  persons  intending  to 
acknowledge  fines,  but  was  a  writ  provided  by  the  common  law, 

to  enable  persons  sued  in  real  actions,  who  could  not  appear  per- 
sonally in  court,  to  appoint  attorneys  in  their  stead  ;  and  where 
a  common  recovery  was  suffered  in  this  manner,  the  warrant  of       ^ 
attorney  was  the  foundation  of  the  recovery,  all  the  subsequent 
proceedings  being,  in  fact,  mere  matters  of  form. 

10.  If  a  tenant  or  vouchee,  who  had  appointed  an  attorney  Wynoe  v. 
for  the  purpose  of  suffering  a  recovery,  died  before  such  attorney      ^^^* "    * 
had  actually  appeared  for  him,  the  recovery  would  be  void : 
because  the  death  of  such  tenant  or  vouchee  was  a  determination 

of  the  warrant  of  attorney ;  and  that  circumstance  might  be 
averred,  it  not  being  contrary  to  the  record. 

11.  If  the  warrant  of  attorney  appeared  to  have  been  given  BoUerowr. 
after  judgment,  the  recovery  would  be  void;  for  the  writ  of 
dedimus  poiestatem  de  attornato  fadendo  recited,  that  the  writ  of 

entry  was  pending,  which  was  not  the  case  after  judgment;  and 
the  appearance  of  the  attorney  before  the  warrant  was  made  was 
without  authority,  and  therefore  void. 

12.  The  acknowledgment  of  a  warrant  of  attorney  might  be 

void,  and,  of  consequence,  the  recovery  suffered  pursuant  to  such  Infrt,  c  ii. 
warrant,  on  account  of  any  legal  disability  in  the  person  who 
acknowledged  it;  and  such  disability  might  be  averred;  in 
which  it  differed  from  the  acknowledgement  of  a  fine  before 
commissioners  appointed  by  a  writ  of  dedimus  poiestatem :  for 
the  acknowledgment  of  a  fine  was  the  assent  of  the  party  to 
the  accommodation  of  the  suit,  by  which  it  was  absolutely  com- 
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pletedy  and  the  entry  of  the  concord  was  the  same  as  entering 
up  judgment ;  but  the  acknowledgment  of  a  warrant  of  attorney 
to  suffer  a  recovery^  was  nothing  more  than  a  judicial  mode  of 
appointing  another  person  to  appear  in  court  for  the  tenant  or 
vouchee^  and  was  no  part  of  the  record ;  hence  those  two  acta 
were  attended  with  very  different  consequences. 

13.  By  the  statute  23  Eliz.  c.  3.  s.  6.  it  is  enacted^  that  erery 
person  who  shall  take  the  knowledge  of  any  warrant  of  attorney, 
of  any  tenant  or  vouchee,  for  suffering  of  any  common  recovery, 
shall,  with  the  certificate  of  the  warrant  of  attorney,  certify  also 
the  day  and  year  whereon  the  same  was  acknowledged.  And 
that  no  person  who  takes  any  such  knowledge  of  any  warrant 
for  any  recovery,  shall  be  bound  to  certify  such  warrant,  except 
it  be  within  one  year  next  after  the  same  knowledge  taken ;  and 
that  no  clerk  or  officer  shall  rec^ve  any  writ  of  entry  whereupon 
any  common  recovery  was  thereafter  to  pass,  unless  the  day  of 
knowledge  of  the  warrant  appeared  in  or  by  such  certificate. 

14.  It  has  been  held  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  where 
there  were  several  vouchees,  they  must  all  have  joined  in  one 
warrant  of  attorney ;  for  though  all  the  vouchees  should  appoint 
the  same  attorney,  yet  if  there  were  several  warrants  of  attorney, 
and  several  captions,  the  recovery  would  not  be  allowed  to  pass* 

15.  By  a  rule  of  court  made  in  Hil.  14  Geo.  III.  for  the  more 
effectual  and  certain  proof  of  the  due  acknowledgment  of  war- 
rants of  attorney  taken  from  the  tenants  or  vouchees  in  common 
recoveries,  by  virtue  of  any  writ  otdedimus  pote$tatem,  it  is  ordered 
by  the  Court,  ''  that  no  common  recovery,  wherein  the  tenant  or 
tenants,  vouchee  or  vouchees,  or  any  of  them,  shall  appear  and 
defend  by  attorney,  shall  be  arraigned  at  the  bar,  unless  an  affi- 
davit or  affidavits  in  writing,  on  parchment,  shall  be  made  and 
annexed  to  a  copy  of  the  pracipej  and  warrant  or  warrants  of 
attorney,  acknowledged  by  such  tenant  or  tenants,  vouchee  or 
vouchees,  by  virtue  of  any  writ  at  writs  of  deditnus  potestaiem  : 
in  which  affidavit  or  affidavits,  the  person  or  persons  making  the 
same,  shall  swear  that  he  or  they  knew  the  party  or  parties 
acknowledging  such  warrant  or  warrants  of  attorney ;  that  the 
same  was  or  were  duly  signed  and  acknowledged  upon  the  day 
and  year,  or  several  days  and  years,  mentioned  in  the  caption  or 
several  captions  thereof;  that  the  party  or  parties  acknowledg- 
ing, and  also  the  commissioners  taking  the  same,  were  all  of  full 
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age  and  competent  understanding ;  that  the  femes  covert  (if  Vide  sapra,  tiL 
any)  were  solely  and  separately  examined,  apart  from  their 
hasbands,  and  freely  and  voluntarily  consented  to  acknowledge 
the  same;  that  all  the  said  parties  knew  the  said  warrant  or 
warrants  of  attorney  was  or  were  intended  for  suffering  a  com- 
mon recovery  to  pass  his,  her^  or  their  estate  or  estates ;  and 
further,  that  the  razure  or  razures^  interlineation  or  interlinea- 
tions (if  any)  in  the  body  or  caption  of  such  original  warrant  or 
warrants  of  attorney,  was  or  were  made  before  the  said  parties 
or  any  of  them  signed  the  said  warrant  or  warrants,  and  before 
the  commissioners  signed  the  said  caption  or  captions :  which 
affidavit  or  affidavits  (together  with  the  said  copy  of  the  pracipe, 
and  warrant  or  warrants  of  attorney^  whereunto  the  same  shall 
be  annexed^)  shall  be  filed  in  the  office  of  inrolment  of  writs  for 
fines  and  recoveries.  And  it  is  ordered,  that  all  and  every  such 
affidavit  or  affidavits  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  made  by  some  attorney 
or  attorneys  of  the  courts  of  Westminster-hall,  or  of  the  sessions 
in  Wales,  or  of  the  counties  palatine  of  Chester,  Lancaster,  or 
Durham ;  and  shall  be  sworn  before  a  person  duly  authorized  to 
take  affidavits  in  this  court,  except  where  the  party  or  parties 
respectively,  at  the  time  of  their  acknowledging  such  warrant  or 
warrants  of  attorney,  shall  be  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain 
called  Scotland,  or  in  Ireland,  or  in  some  other  parts  beyond  the 
seas.  And  in  case  the  said  party  or  parties  shall  be  in  Scotland, 
then  the  said  affidavit  or  affidavits  shall  be  made  by  one  of  the 
clerks  of  his  Majesty's  signet,  and  sworn  before  one  of  the 
Judges,  or  other  persons  duly  authorized  to  take  affidavits  or 
depositions  in  the  Court  of  Session,  or  Court  of  Exchequer,  in 
that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom.  But  if  the  said  party  or 
parties  shall  be  in  Ireland,  or  in  any  other  parts  beyond  the  seas, 
then  the  said  affidavit  or  affidavits  shall  be  made  by  one  of  the 
commissioners  who  hath  taken  the  acknowledgment  of  such 
warrant  or  warrants  of  attorney,  and  shall  be  sworn  either  before 
some  person  duly  authorized  to  take  affidavits  in  this  court,  or 
before  some  magistrate  of  the  place  where  such  acknowledgment 
shall  be  taken,  having  authority  to  administer  an  oath,  and  in  the 
presence  of  a  public  notary,  which  notary  shall  also  certify  in 
writing,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  as  well  the  due  administering  7  Taunt.  573. 
of  the  said  oath,  as  also  the  name,  signature,  and  office  of  the 
magistrate  administering  the  same." 


7  Bin.  149. 
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16.  By  a  rule  of  court  made  in  Mich.  29  Geo.  III.  it  is 
ordered,  that  lio  common  recovery  be  suffered  to  pass,  unless  the 
taking  of  the  warrants  of  attorney  be  before  one  of  the  Justices 
or  Barons  of  his  Majesty's  courts  of  record  at  Westminster,  or 
one  of  the  Serjeants  at  Law,  unless  an  affidavit  be  made  and 
filed,  stating  that  the  commissioners  taking  the  same  are  either 

Exi«rt«  barristers  of  five  years'  standing,  or  solicitors  or  attorneys  of 

Black,  R.  275.    Bome  of  the  courts  in  Westminster-hall,  the  Judges  of  the  Court 

of  Session  or  Exchequer^  or  advocates  or  clerks  of  the  signet  of 

five  years'  standing,  in  Scotland. 

17.  [By  a  rule  of  court  in  Easter  term,  1828, 9  Geo.  TV.,  it  is 
ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  the  next  term,  when 
the  acknowledgments  of  any  person  or  persons  levying  fines  or 
suffering  recoveries,  shall  be  taken  before  commissioners,  one 
at  least  of  the  commissioners  for  the  taking  the  acknowledgment 
of  any  party  to  such  fine  or  recovery,  shall  be  a  person  who  is 
not  concerned  as  the  attorney,  solicitor,  or  agent,  or  clerk  to  the 
attorney,  solicitor,  or  agent  of  any  party  thereto,  and  that  in  the 
affidavit  to  be  made  of  the  due  taking  of  such  acknowledgment, 
it  shall  be  deposed,  in  addition  to  the  facts  now  required  by  the 
rules  of  the  Court  to  be  included  in  such  affidavit,  that  one  (at 
least)  of  the  commissioners  taking  such  acknowledgment  is  not 
the  attorney,  solicitor,  or  agent,  or  clerk  to  the  attorney,  solicitor, 
or  agent  of  any  of  the  parties  to  the  fine  or  recovery  for  the  tak- 
ing the  acknowledgment  to  which  the  commission,  under  which 
he  has  acted,  has  been  issued,  and  the  name  and  residence  of 
such  commissioner  shall  be  stated  in  such  affidavit. 

Tit.  36.  c.  6.  18.  Then  follows  the  order  mentioned  in  a  preceding  page,  re- 

specting the  examination  of  married  women,  {a)  And  it  is  fur- 
ther ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  the  next  term, 
the  affidavit  of  the  due  taking  of  any  acknowledgment  to  any 
fine  or  recovery  shall  be  in  the  form  thereunto  annexed,  with 
such  variations  only  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  shall  render 
necessary,  and  that  the  party  or  parties  making  the  same  do 
pursue  the  exact  words  of  such  form,  and  do  not,  unless  abso- 
lutely necessary,  substitute  others  which  he  or  they  may  think 


(a)  [For  the  General  Orders  of  the  Court  of  C.  B.  respecting  the  acknowledgment  of 
deeds  by  married  women,  under  the  provisions  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  Wilh  4.  &r  74., 
the  Appendix  to  this  work.] 
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Title  XXXVL  Rec(ycery.  Ch.  III.  $.  18—21.  317 

synonymous  thereto.  And,  lastly,  to  avoid  the  delay  and  ex- 
pense occasioned  by  any  variance  in  the  names  of  any  of  the 
parties  making  such  acknowledgments  between  their  signature 
thereto,  and  the  pracipe  prefixed  to  such  acknowledgment,  or 
the  dedimus  potestatem  under  which  the  same  is  taken.  It  is  or- 
dered that  the  commissioners,  before  they  sign  their  names  to  the 
caption  of  such  acknowledgment,  do  take  care  that  the  signa- 
tures of  the  parties  Correspond  with  the  pracipe  and  dedimus, 
and  that  if  any  of  the  names  are  not  correctly  stated  in  the  dedi- 
mus they  forbear  to  take  the  acknowledgment  until  the  writ  shall 
have  been  amended  by  the  proper  officer.] 

19.  By  a  rule  of  court  made  in  Trin.  30  Geo.  III.  it  is  ordered,  ^  ^'^^^^^-  ^' 
that  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  Mich,  term  then  next  en- 
suing, in  every  common  recovery  wherein  the  tenant  or  tenants, 

or  the  vouchee  or  vouchees,  warrant  or  warrants  of  attorney 
shall  be  taken  under  a  dedimus  potestatem,  there  shall  be  written 
on  every  copy  of  the  pracipe,  and  of  such  warrant  of  attorney 
having  such  affidavit  or  affidavits  as  is  or  are  required  by  the  rule 
of  this  Court  made  in  Hil.  14  Geo.  III.  thereto  annexed,  the  allo- 
catur of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  or  some  one  other  of  the  Jus- 
tices of  this  Court,  in  the  same  or  like  manner  as  allocaturs  are 
now  written  on  fines  taken  by  dedimus  potestatem  ;  and  the  copy 
of  the  pracipe  and  warrant  or  warrants  of  attorney  with  the  allo- 
catur thereon,  shall  be  filed  as  directed  by  the  said  rule;  and 
that  at  the  time  of  signing  such  allocatur,  the  writ  of  entry  for 
such  common  recovery  shall  be  produced  before  the  Judge  sign- 
ing such  allocatur,  who  may  mark  such  writ  with  his  title, 
name,  or  initials  thereon ;  and  such  writ  shall  also  be  produced 
at  the  time  of  the  arraignment  of  such  recovery. 

20.  If  the  person  whom  the  tenant  vouched  was  not  in  court,  Writoftum- 
then  a  writ  of  summoneas  ad  warrantizandum  issued,  to  compel  rantiiaQdam. 
the  vouchee  to  appear  in  court,  and  warrant  the  land.  * 

21.  In  adversary  suits,  if  upon  a  writ  of  summoneas  ad  warran-  Booth,  43. 
tizandum,  the  sheriff  returned  the  vouchee  summoned,  and  the  I'^Lloib. 
vouchee  made  default,  a  capias  ad  valentiam  issued  for  the  te- 
nant.    But  if  the  sheriff  returned  mhU  upon  the  summons,  an 

aUas  and  a  pluries  issued,  and  then  a  sequatur  sub  suo  pericuh  ; 
and  if  the  vouchee  still  made  default,  judgment  was  given  for 
the  demandant ;  but  no  judgment  was  given  for  the  tenant,  be- 
cause it  appeared  that  the  vouchee  bad  not  assets. 
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32.  Where  the  ▼ouchee,  who  came  in  upon  a  writ  ot'summoneas, 

appeared  by  attorney^  the  warrant  ought  to  bear  date  after  the 

teite  of  the  writ  of  summoneas.    But  still  the  omission  of  this 

circumstance  would  not  invalidate  a  recovery. 

tSJUT  **  ^'  '^  *  '^"^  of  error  to  reverse  a  common  recovery,  the.  error 

T.  Kaym.  16.     insisted  on  was.  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  of  the  vouchee  bore 

1  Sid.  213. 

1  Lef.130.       dftte  before  the  writ  of  summoneat;  to  which  it  was  answered, 

that  the  vouchee  might  appear  in  person  without  any  writ  of 
summonsi  and  therefore  that  the  recovery  was  good,  and  the  pro- 
cess void. 

The  Court  said,  that  a  common  recovery  being  a  common  as- 
surance, they  would  intend  another  warrant  of  attorney,  made  in 
due  time. 

24.  By  the  common  law,  a  writ  of  iummoneas  ad  %oarrant%zanr 
ium  had  nine  returns.  By  the  statute  16  Cha.  2.  c.  16.  s.  10. 
the  returns  were  abridged  to  five ;  and  now,  by  the  statute 
24  Geo.  2.  c  48.  s.  8.  they  are  reduced  to  four  inclusive :  as  if 
the  writ  of  entry  was  returnable  on  the  morrow  of  All  Souls,  then 
the  writ  of  summoneas  must  be  returnable  from  the  day  of  St. 
Martin  in  fifteen  days,  being  the  fourth  and  last  return  of 
Michaelmas  term.  And  if  there  were  three  vouchers,  the  writ  of 
summons  for  the  second  vouchee  was  to  be  returnable  four  re- 
turns, both  inclusive,  from  the  return  of  the  summons  of  the  first 
Toucbee :  and  writs  of  summons  were  tested  four  days  inclusive 
from  the  writ  of  entiy. 

26.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  would  not  enlarge  the  return 
of  a  writ  of  summons,  so  as  to  make  a  term  intervene  between 
the  teste  and  the  return. 
Baniaid  o.  26.  Thus  where  a  motion  was  made  in  Easter  term,  18  Geo.  III. 

2  Black.  Rep.    ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  summons  in  five  recoveries  might  be  tested  in 
i^l-  the  Michaelmas  term  preceding,  and  be  made  returnable  in  that 

Easter  term,  instead  of  the  usual  course  authorized  by  the  statute 
24  Gea  2.  c.  48.,  which  was,  that  it  should  be  tested  the  fourth  day 
inclusive  from  the  return  of  the  writ  of  entry,  and  be  returnable 
the  fourth  return  after  the  return  of  the  writ  of  entry;  in  conse- 
quence of  which,  writs  of  summons  must  have  been  returnable 
either  in  the  same  term  in  which  they  were  tested,  or  at  furthest, 
in  the  very  next  term.  The  occasion  of  this  application  was, 
tkat  Earl  Cowper,  the  vouchee,  had  acknowledged  the  warrants 
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of  attorney  to  appear  to  the  summons,  before  commissioners  ap- 
pointed by  dedimus  (which  recited  the  summons  as  returnable  in 
the  preceding  Hilary  term)  at  Florence,  on  the  13th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1777,  but  they  did  not  arrive  in  England  till  after  the  end  of 
Hilary  term ;  and  as  the  return  was  usually  of  the  same  term 
wherein  the  recovery  was  in  fact  arraigned  at  bar,  and  the  teste 
must  precede  the  actual  acknowledgment  of  the  warrant  of  at* 
torney  by  the  vouchee,  this  proceeding  could  not  be  made  regular, 
without  suing  out  a  writ  of  summons  with  a  much  longer  return 
than  the  course  of  practice  would  allow.  The  like  inconrenience 
must  have  occurred  whenever  the  vouchee  dwelt  in  any  dis- 
tant country,  as  the  East  or  West  Indies ;  but  that  objection  had 
been  used  to  be  cured  in  a  very  unwarrantable  manner,  by  alter- 
ing the  date  of  the  caption  after  it  arrived  in  England,  so  as  to 
suit  the  term  in  which  the  recovery  was  arraigned,  till  the  late 
rule  of  the  Court  in  Hilary  term,  14  Geo.  III.  (which  directed,  tra^^r 
aliay  an  affidavit  to  be  made  of  the  true  time  of  taking  the  cap- 
tion) put  a  stop  to  this,  among  other  gross  irregularities  in  the 
practice  of  suffering  recoveries. 

The  Court  conceived  that  they  had  not  power  to  make  such 
a  rule,  or  at  least  that  as  they  could  not  foresee  all  its  conse- 
quences, it  would  be  highly  imprudent  to  authorize  such  a  pro- 
ceeding by  a  previous  direction  from  the  Bench ;  but  intimated 
that  no  blame  should  fall  on  the  officer  who  should  make  out  the 
process  as  prayed  for,  but  the  same  to  be  at  the  hazard  of  the 
parties,  and  without  prejudice  to  any  future  question  that  might 
arise  on  the  validity  of  such  recoveries. 

27.  A  motion  similar  to  this  one  was  made  in  Mich.  19  Geo.  III.,  Gibbons  o. 
and  received  the  same  denial  from  the  Court.    The  facts  were,  2^ia^Rep. 
that  the  dedimus  was  tested  the  26th  Febiiiary,  1777,  and  recited  ^^^* 
a  writ  of  summons  returnable  the  first  day  of  Easter  term,  1777 ; 
so  that  properly  the  summons  should  have  been  returnable,  >aid 
the  recovery  had,  in  Hilary,  1778,  which  the  distance  rendered 
impossible.    Therefore,  on  application  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
he  ordered  the  cursitor  to  make  out  a  writ  of  entry  returnable  in 
Michaelmas  term,  1777 ;  upon  which  the  officer  made  out  a  writ 
of  summons  returnable  in  the  next  Hilary  term,  of  which  term 
the  tenant's  appearance  was  entered ;  and  then  they  imparled 
from  Hilary  to  Easter,  from  Easter  to  Trinity,  and  from  Trinity 
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to  Michaelmas,  when  the  recovery  was  arraigned.  And  if  the 
vouchee  was  then  living,  it  was  apprehended  that  the  recovery- 
would  be  valid  ;  but  if  he  was  dead,  it  would  be  erroneous. 

28.  In  consequence  of  the  default  made  by  the  person  who 
was  last  vouched  in  a  common  recovery,  and  bis  departure  in 
despite  of  the  court,  judgment  was  given  that  the  demandant 
should  recover  seisin  of  the  lands  in  question,  and  that  the  tenant 
should  recover  against  the  vouchee  lands  of  equal  value  to  those 
warranted  by  him,  and  lost  by  his  default:  and  as  soon  as  judg- 
ment was  given,  the  recovery  became  binding  on  all  the  parties 
to  it,  and  their  heirs. 

29.  The  entry  of  the  judgment  upon  the  record  was  thus — 
^'  Therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  aforesaid  W.  O.  (demand- 
ant) do  recover  his  seisin  against  the  said  W.  L.  (tenant)  of  the 
tenements  aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances ;  and  that  the  said 
W.  L.  have  of  the  lands  of  the  aforesaid  A.  B.  (the  vouchee)  to 
the  value,"  &c. 

30.  In  every  common  recovery  the  demandant  acquired  by 
the  judgment  the  fee  simple  of  the  lands  recovered,  although  the 
word  heirs  was  not  mentioned ;  because  the  writ  being  brought 
for  the  absolute  property  of  the  lands,  if  judgment  was  obtained, 
it  must  be  for  so  much  as  was  demanded  in  the  writ ;  and  in  all 
adversary  suits,  every  recoveror  recovered  a  fee  simple. 

31.  If  judgment  was  given  in  a  common  recovery  before  the 
return  of  the  writ  of  entry,  or  where  the  vouchee  was  summoned, 
before  the  return  of  the  writ  otsummoneasy  it  was  void  ;  because 
the  court  had  no  power  to  proceed  until  the  return  of  the  writ  of 
entry,  and  the  appearance  of  the  vouchee  :  for  the  parties  were 
not  supposed  to  appear  until  the  return  of  that  process,  which 
issued  for  the  sole  purpose  of  bringing  them  into  court. 

32.  In  every  species  of  action  the  death  of  either  of  the  con- 
tending parties  puts  an  end  to  the  suit ;  and  therefore,  in  a  com- 
mon recovery,  if  either  the  demandant,  the  tenant,  or  any  of  the 
vouchees,  died  before  judgment  was  given,  the  recovery  was 
void. 

33.  Judgments  however  are  not  always  considered  as  having 
been  given  on  the  day  on  which  they  are  pronounced,  but  have 
frequently  a  relation  to  the  first  or  some  other  day  of  the  term  in 
which  they  are  given.  And  if  all  the  parties  were  living  on  the 
day  to  which  the  judgment  related,  the  recovery  would  be  good ; 
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for  the  judges  took  no  notice  of  the  day  on  which  the  recovery 
was  passed  in  court. 

34.  It  has  been  stated,  that  all  judgments  relate  to  the  first  Tit.  35.  c.  2. 
day  of  the  term.    But  in  the  case  of  a  common  recovery,  if  the 
writ  of  entry  was  returnable  on  the  second  or  any  other  return 
day  of  the  term,  the  judgment  then  related  to  that  return  day, 
and  not  to  the  first  day  of  the  term ;  for  the  courts  would  not  Mwyn  ». 
consider  the  judgment  to  have  been  given  prior  to  the  return  of  s  Burr.  ii3i. 
the  writ  of  entry.    And  where  the  term,  by  the  proceedings  in 
it,  suflTered  a  xlivision,  as  where  any  process  issued  during  the 
continuance  of  the  term,  then  the  judgment  related  to  the 
essoign  day  of  the  return  of  that  process,  and  not  to  the  first  day 
of  the  term. 

« 

36.  It  followed,  that  when  the  vouchee  in  a  common  recovery 
appeared  in  person  at  the  return  day  of  the  writ  of  entry,  there 
the  judgment  related  to  the  return  day  of  the  writ  of  entry,  and 
was  considered  in  law  as  having  been  given  on  that  day.  But 
if  the  vouchee  appeared  upon  a  writ  of  summoneas  ad  warranth- 
xandum,  there  the  judgment  related  to  the  day  of  the  return  of 
that  writ.  And  if  the  parties  were  alive  at  any  time  of  the 
return  day,  the  recovery  would  be  good ;  for  the  law  made  no 
fractions  of  a  day,  but  every  act  of  record  was  supposed  to  be 
done  on  the  first  instant  of  the  day. 

36.  Edward  Shelley  suffered  a  common  recovery,  in  which  he  Shelley's  caie, 
was  vouched  by  attorney  on  the  9th  of  October,  which  was  then        ^' 

the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  term,  and  died  before  six  in  the 
morning  of  that  day :  the  recovery  was  passed  the  same  day 
about  ten  o'clock. 

It  was  adjudged,  that  the  death  of  Edward  Shelley  did  not 
invalidate  the  recovery,  for  the  writ  of  entry  was  returnable  on 
the  octave  of  St.  Michael,  and  the  judgment  had  relation  to  that 
day,  which  was  the  said  9th  day  of  October,  on  which  day  the 
vouchee  was  alive ;  and  the  law  makes  no  fractions  of  a  day. 

37.  If  a  warrant  of  attorney  bore  date  after  the  return  day  of 
the  writ  of  entry,  on  which  a  recovery  was  suflTered,  the  recovery 
would  be  void  ;  because  the  judgment  related  back  to  the  return 
day  of  the  writ  of  entry. 

38.  A  writ  of  entry  was  returnable  on  the  octave  of  St  Bolderowo. 
Michael,  which  was  the  9th  of  October;  the  writ  of  dedp'  Dyer,  220  a. 
mus  poieMatem  de  attomato  fadendo  bore  date  the   11th  of 
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October,   and    the  ndttimus  thereof  bore    date  the  30th  of 
October. 

It  was  adjudged^  that  the  recovery  was  erroneous ;  becaase 
the  judgment,  on  whatever  day  of  the  term  it  was  given,  related 
back  to  the  return  day  of  the  writ  of  entry,  which  was  the  first 
day  of  the  term ;  so  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  made  after 
the  time  when  the  judgment  was  supposed  to  be. given!. 

39.  If  a  vouchee  in  a  common  recovery,  who  came  in  upon  a 
writ  of  mmmoneaSf  and  appeared  by  attorney,  died  before  the 
return  of  the  writ  of  nmmooeas,  the  recovery  was  void  ;  because 
the  judgment  could  not  possibly  have  been  given  in  such  reco- 
very until  the  vouchee  had  appeared  in  court  and  made  default; 
and  as  the  vouchee  could  not  appear  until  the  return  of  that 
process  which  issued  for  the  sole  purpose  of  bringing  him  into 
court,  it  followed  that  judgment  must  have  been  given  after  the 
.death  of  the  vouchee,  which  was  a  determination  of  the  warrant 
of  attorney.  And  these  facts,  being  collateral  to  the  record, 
might  be  assigned  for  error. 
Wynne  o.  40.  Thus  in  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  common  recovery,  it 

1  ^uSl'r.  35.    appeared  by  the  record  that  a  writ  of  entry  sur  disseisin  en  le  posi 

was  brought  by  Sir  Watkin  Williams  Wynn,  returnable  quinden. 
Pasch.j  13  Geo.  II.  against  William  Thomas,  who  appeared  in 
person  and  vouched  James  Apperley  and  Alithea  his  wife; 
whereupon  a  writ  of  summoneas  ad  warrantizandum  was  awarded, 
returnable  in  crastino  Ascensionis  Domini  (which  was  on  the  16th 
of  May,)  on  which  day  the  same  James  Apperley  and  Alithea 
his  wife  appeared  by  Josiah  Hodgson  their  attorney,  and  entered 
into  warranty,  and  vouched  over  the  common  vouchee,  who 
made  default,  whereupon  judgment  was  given,  and  a  writ  of 
seisin  awarded ;  and  the  sheriff  returned  that  he  had  delivered 
seisin.  The  error  assigned  was,  that  Alithea  died  before  judg- 
ment was  given  in  the  said  recovery,  and  for  this  the  plaintiff  in 
error  prayed  that  the  recovery  might  be  reversed.  Issue  was 
joined  that  Alithea  did  not  die  before  judgment  A  special 
verdict  was  found,  that  Alithea  died  on  the  10th  day  of  May, 
six  days  before  the  return  of  the  writ  of  summoneas  ad  warranti- 
MSS.  note.    **   zandum ;  but  whether  she  died  before  judgment  or  not,  the  jurors 

left  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  This  case  was  argued  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error  by  Mr.  Olive,  who  made  two  points : 
First,  That  the  death  of  Alithea  Apperley,  vouchee  and  tenant  in 
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tail,  as  found  by  the  special  ▼erdict,  made  the  judgment  in  the 
common  recovery  erroneous.    Secondly,  That  upon  the  whole 
record,  and  the  continuances  as  entered,  the  judgment  appeared 
to  be  given,  and  the  recovery  passed,  after  the  death  of  the 
vouchee,  and  could  not  be  made  good  by  relation,  as  a  judgment 
of  recovery  in  her  lifetime.     In  support  of  these  positions  he 
argued  that  recoveries  were  erroneous  where  the  vouchee  or 
other  nteessary  party  did  not  appear^  either  in  person  or  by 
attorney ;  for  virithout  an  appearance  there  could  be  no  warranty, 
no  vouching*  over  the  common  vouchee,  and  consequently  no 
judgment.    In  this  case  Alithea  the  vouchee  did  not  appear 
in  person  ;  the  first  consideration  therefore  was,  whether  the  ap^ 
pearance  of  Josiah  Hodgson,  her  attorney,  was  a  proper  appear- 
ance or  not.    And,  with  regard  to  that  matter,  taking  the  facts 
simply  as  they  appear  on  the  record,  the  vouchee  neither  ap- 
peared in  person  nor  by  attorney,  for  the  death  of  the  vouchee, 
before  the  time  when  the  attorney  actually  appeared,  was  a  de- 
termination of  the  warrant  of  attorney.     In  the  case  of  Wynne  Ante»  t.  23. 
V.  Uoyd  the  error  assigned  was,  that  there  was  no  warrant  of 
attorney  at  the  time  of  appearance,  for  it  appeared  the  teste  of 
the  warrant  of  attorney  was  after  appearance :  the  Court  in 
effect  agreed,  that  an  appearance,  without  a  warrant  of  attorney, 
was  error,  even  in  the  case  of  a  person  of  full  age ;  but  they 
made  the  recovery  good  by  an  intendment,  that  the  vouchee 
came  in  gratis  before  the  writ  of  summons,  and  made  a  new 
warrant  of  attorney  in  due  time ;  which  showed  there  must  be 
a  warrant  of  attorney  whenever  the  vouchee  appeared  by  attor- 
ney.    If  a  tenant  in  tail  within  age  is  vouched  in  a  common  l>w^  v. 
recovery,  and  appears  by  attorney,  it  may  be  assigned  for  error ;  Palmer/224. 
for  such  an  appearance  is  void.    If  warrants  of  attorney  were  DaUntoy  Ci 
not  duly  filed,  it  was  error  sufficient  to  reverse  or  arrest  a  judg-  ^u-  7: 
ment  after  verdict,  before  the  statutes  32  Hen.  8.  c.  30.  and 
18  Eliz.  c.  14. ;  and  since  these  statutes,  it  is  still  error,  excejfit 
after  verdict;  for  the  statute  4  &  6  Ann.  c.  16.  which  extends 
these  statiitcsr  of  jeofails  to  judgments  by  default,  &c.  (which  is 
the  present  case)  has  a  saving,  so  as  there,  be  an  original  writ  or 
billand  warrants  of  attorney  duly  filed,  according  to  the  law,  as 
is  now  -uised.     If  the  want  of  form  in  filing  them  was  error,  want 
of  authority  in  the  attorney,  by  reason  of  the  determination  of 
his  warrant,  was  much  more  erroneous.    Therefore,  if  a  vouchee 
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most  appear  in  person^  or  by  attorney,  before  judgment  can  be 
given ;  and  where  the  appearance  is  by  attorney,  if  such  attorney 
muAt  have  a  proper  warrant  or  authority  to  appear,  and  the 
want  of  such  warrant  is  error,  it  is  equally  certain  that  the  death 
of  the  vouchee  before  appearance  is  a  countermand  or  determi- 
nation of  the  warrant  of  attorney ;  for  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
appear  or  confess  judgment  is  a  naked  authority,  not  coupled 
with  any  interest,  and  no  more  than  an  instrument,  enabling  the 
attorney  to  do  an  act  which  the  principal  himself  might  have 
done  in  person.  And  as  it  is  absurd  to  say  that  a  man  can 
acknowledge  a  judgment  or  appear  in  a  court  of  justice  after  he 
is  dead,  so  it  is  as  unreasonable  to  admit  that  another  person 
should  be  capable  of  representing  him  on  such  occasions.  The 
personal  capacity  of  the  principal,  and  the  derivative  authority 
of  the  attorney,  are  founded  on  the  same  principle,  namely,  the 
life  of  the  party ;  and  therefore  they  must  both  end  at  his  death. 

1  intt.  62  b.      If  a  man  ^ves  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judginent,  and 
Salk.87.    *      dies  before  the  judgment  is  confessed,  the  death  is  a  counter- 
mand.    If  a  tenant  or  vouchee  died  before  judgment,  and  judg- 
ment had  afterwards  been  entered,  it  would  be  erroneous.    Thus, 

Joardeno.         where  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  reverse  a  judgment  in 

2  Buut.241.      C.  B.  the  error  assigned  was,  that  judgment  was  given  against  a 

dead  person,  the  defendant  dying  after  the  day  of  Nisi  Prius, 
and  before  the  day  in  Bank :  and  the  Court  were  all  of  opinion, 
that  the  judgment  being  given  against  a  defendant  who  was 
dead,  it  was  erroneous,  and  must  be  reversed.  That  case  was 
before  the  statute  17  Car.  2.  c.  8.  which  provides  a  remedy  where 
either  party  dies  after  a  verdict,  and  before  judgment,  and  gives 
a  power  to  enter  up  judgment  within  two  terms  after  the  verdict. 
The  case  was  the  same  at  common  law  before  the  statute 
17  Car.  2.  c.  8. :  but  by  the  statute  8  Sc  9  Will.  3.  c.  11.  s.  6.  it 
is  provided,  that  if  a  plaintiff  or  defendant  dies  after  an  inter- 
locutory, and  before  a  final  judgment,  the  action  shall  not  abate, 
but  the  plaintiff  may,  notwithstanding,  proceed  to  a  final  judg- 
ment. These  statutes  show  what  the  common  law  vras,  and  how 
i^ll*  ^^'       ^  judgment  against  a  dead  person  was  to  be  considered.    If  a 

tenant  in  a  real  action  dies  pending  the  writ,  and  judgment  is 
afterwards  given,  it  is  error,  because  given  against  a  dead  person. 
Thus  the  common  law  stands  with  regard  to  plaintiffs  or  defen- 
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dan  ts  dying  before  judgment  in  real  and  personal  actions;  and 
there  is  no  act  of  parliament  which  alters  the  common  law  in 
this  case.    The  present  action  is  a  real  action ;  it  is  a  writ  of 
entry  upon  a  disseisin ;  and  Alithea  Apperley  the  vouchee^  after 
appearance  and  entering  into  the  warranty  (admitting  that  to  be 
the  case,)  was  the  tenant  in  law ;  and  her  death  before  judgment 
was  the  same  as  if  any  other  tenant  had  died,  in  case  an  action 
had  been  only  between  demandant  and  tenant,  without  any 
vouchee.     Eveiy  vouchee  may  take  advantage  of  any  error 
between  the  other  parties :  the  second  vouchee  may  assign  error 
between  the  tenant  and  the  first  vouchee.    The  reason  is  because 
the  judgments  are  several  and  distinct ;  for  in  every  common 
recovery  there  are  several  judgments,  and  several  recoveries  are 
included ;  and  it  ought  to  appear  that  all  of  them  are  regular 
and  against  proper  parties,  and  that  all  the  parties  are  before 
the  Court.     Littleton  says,  if  in  a  pracipe  quod  reddat  the  tenant  s.  49. 
vouches,  and  the  vouchee  enters  into  a  warranty,  if  afterwards 
the  demandant  releases  to  the  vouchee,  it  is  good :  for  the 
vouchee,  after  he  hath  entered  into  the  warranty,  is  tenant  in  law 
to  the  demandant.     So  in  1  Inst.  265  b.  it  is  said,  that  when  the 
vouchee  enters  into  the  warranty,  he  becomes  tenant  to  the  de- 
mandant, and  may  render  the  land  to  him  in  respect  of  the  privity 
between  them.    These  authorities  show  that  the  same  regularity, 
even  in  process,  is  required  to  bring  in  the  vouchee  upon  a 
voucher,  as  is  requisite  to  bring  in  the  tenant  at  first;  and  that 
the  vouchee,  after  he  hath  agreed  and  entered  into  the  warranty, 
is  considered  in  this  action  as  actual  tenant  of  the  freehold :  and 
it  has  been  shown,  that  if  the  tenant  dies  before  judgment,  it  is 
error,  and  the  law  is  the  same  if  the  vouchee  dies  before  judg- 
ment.    It  follows,  that  as  the  verdict  finds  the  vouchee  died  Pigot,  196. 
upon  the  tenth  of  May,  which  by  the  record  appears  to  be  prior 
in  time  to  any  appearance  of  the  vouchee,  (for  that  was  not 
until  the  16th  of  May,  and  no  judgment  was  or  could  be  given 
till  after  appearance,  that  therefore  it  was  an  erroneous  judgment, 
being  given  after  the  death  of  the  vouchee. 

With  respect  to  the  second  point,  two  objections  were  made 
by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant ;  first,  that  the  assignment  of 
error  and  finding  the  special  verdict,  was  against  the  record ;  and 
secondly,  that  the  judgment  had  relation  back  to  the  first  day  of 
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the  term,  on  which  day  the  voachee  was  alive.  The  argumeQi 
respecting  the  first  of  these  objections^  will  be  stated  in  the  last 
chapter  of  this  work. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  it  was  true  that  the  term  to  many 
purposes  was  considered  as  but  oneday,  and  that  a  judgment 
given  the  last  day  of  the  term  related  back  to  the  first  day :  but 
this  rule  was  only  applicable  to  cases  between  plaintifi's  and  d&- 
fendants,  where  there  was  no  continuance  entered  fix>m  one  day 
to  another  in  the  same  term,  no  fraction  of  the  term  by  any  thing 
appearing  on  the  record,  nor  no  injury  to  any  third  person ;  as  it 
is  one  entire  transaction  on  the  record  of  that  term,  it  is  all  con- 
sidered as  done  on  the  first  day  of  the  term.    But  this  judgment 
differs  materially  from  the  ordinary  course  of  judgments,  ta 
which  the  rule  of  relation  is  generally  applied :  the  record  showa 
that  the  term  cannot,  on  this  occasion,  be  considered  as  one  day» 
for  the  continuance  from  one  day  to  another  shows  that  different 
facts  were  done  on  different  days  in  the  same  term.    On  these 
days  of  continuance  the  parties  might  have  shown  any  matter  to 
the  court ;  they  might  have  shown  on  the  morrow  of  the  Ascen- 
sion that  Alithea  was  dead,  that  she  died  on  the  lOtfa  of  May^ 
and  then  the  recovery  would  not  have  passed.    These  continu- 
ances, therefore,  take  away  all  presumption  and  possibility  that 
the  judgment  was  given  on  the  first  day  of  the  term,  for  such 
a    presumption  would    be    directly  contrary   to  the  record; 
and  it  would  be  an  extraordinary  doctrine  to  say,  that  no 
averment  shall  be  admitted  against  a  record,  and  yet  that  the 
court  shall  be  at  liberty  to  presume  a  matter  against  a  record ; 
viz.  when  the  record  says  a  phcitum  was  pending  on  the  16th 
day  of  May,  that  the  court  should  presume  the  judgment  was 
given  long  before  that  period.    The  relation  or  fiction  of  law,  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  judgments,  is  not  against  the  record; 
and  that  is  the  reason  why  the  court  should  not  consider  thia 
judgment  as  given  the  first  day  of  term,  ttabiivar  prasumptio 
donee  probetur  in  corUrarium;  and  here  is  the  highest  evidence 
to  the  contrary,  the  record  itself.     In  Shelley's  case,  the  reco- 
very was  held  to  be  good,  because  he  was  alive  on  the  day  on 
which  judgment  was  given,  though  he  died  before  the  court  sat, 
because  the  court  would  not  allow  a  fraction  of  a  day ;  but  if  he 
had  died  the  day  before  judgment  was  given,  it  would  hare 
been  void ;  for  although  the  court  would  not  allow  a  fraction  of 
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&  ^^Jf  yet  it  ^ould  allow  a  fractioa  of  a  term.    All  the  court  did 
in  Shelley's  case»  was  extending  the  relation  to  the  first  instant 
of  the  day,  in  support  of  a  judgment  given  on  that  day.     A 
judgment  shall  have  relation  to  the  first  day  of  the  term,  as  if  it 
was  given  on  that  very  day»  unless  there  is  a  memorandum  to 
the  contrary  on  the  record,  as  where  there  is  a  continuance  of 
the  cause  until  another  day  in  the  same  term,  and  the  present 
cause  was  continued  until  another  day  in  the  same  term.     In 
all  cases  of  judgments  by  default,  they  do  not  relate  back  to  the  BuU.  36. 
essoin  day,  which  is  the  first  day  of  term,  but  to  the  quarto  die 
past;  for  the  Court  takes  notice  judicially,  that  the  party  was 
not  demandable  before  that  day,  and  consequently,  could  not  till 
then  be  guilty  of  a  default :  he  might  have  appeared  the  first  day 
of  term,  if  he  pleased,  and  then  the  judgment  would  have  been 
given  on  the  first  day  of  term.     So  here  the  vouchee  might  have 
come  in  gratis  before  the  morrow  of  the  Ascension,  but  she  did 
not ;  there  was  no  appearance  until  that  time,  and,  as  the  judg- 
ment could  not  have  been  given  until  that  day,  it  cannot  relate 
back  to  a  prior  day,  so  as  to  prejudice  a  third  person.    These 
reasons  and  cases  show,  that  judgments  do  not  universally,  and 
in  all  cases,  relate  to  the  first  day  of  term,  and  particularly  that 
the  judgment  in  the  present  case  cannot  have  such  a  relation, 
because  the  record  shows  it  is  impossible  that  it  should. 

This  case  was  several  times  solemnly  argued  at  the  bar  of  the 
King's  Bench ;  and  Lord  Chief  Justice  Lee,  for  himself  and  the 
other  Judges,  gave  judgment.  And  in  summing  up  the  argu- 
ments, be  reduced  them  to  these  three  principal  points :  I.  That 
it  was  insisted  on  for  the  defendant  in  error,  that  a  recovery  was 
a  common  assurance ;  elnd  as  the  vouchee  had  done  all  he  could 
(if  he  had  lived)  to  perfect  it,  the  Court  would  give  it  an 
equitable  construction,  and  not  suffer  it  to  be  reversed  for  so 
small  a  fault,  if  it  should  be  deemed  one.  11.  That  the  recovery 
should  be  deemed  perfect  from  the  first  day  of  the  term  wherein 
it  was  passed,  and  then  the  vouchee  was  alive.  And  though  the 
judgment  was  actually  given  after  his  death,  yet  that  should 
have  relation  to  the  first  day  of  term,  as  in  the  case  of  many 
other  judgments.  III.  That  as  the  vouchee  appeared  by  attor* 
ney  at  the  return  of  the  summons,  and  that  appearance  was  en- 
tered on  record,  this  was  an  error  in  fact  against  the  record <i. 
which  would  not  be  allowed. 


328  TUk  XXXVI.  Recovery.  Ch.  III.  s.  40—42. 

To  these  three  objectioDs  to  the  writ  of  error,  the  Court  gave 
these  answers :  that  as  to  the  first,  the  recovery  being  a  com- 
mon assurance,  ought  and  should  be  supported  as  far  as  the  law 
would  allow  of;  but  that  they  could  give  it  no  equitable  con- 
structions which  create  absurdities,  as  it  would  apparently  be  if 
they  should  suffer  judgment  to  be  entered  against  a  dead 
person. 

To  the  second,  that  it  was  very  true  in  many  cases,  where 
judgments  were  entered  in  the  vacation,  they  should  have  rela- 
tion to  the  first  day  of  the  preceding  term,  but  that  was  never 
the  case  where  continuances  were  entered  on  record  :  for,  when- 
ever there  are  continuances  entered  from  time  to  time  (as  in  the 
case  of  a  recovery),  and  judgment  is  afterwards  given,  that  judg- 
ment can  have  relation  no  farther  backwards  than  to  the  time  of 
the  last  continuance  or  rest ;  and  here  the  time  of  the  last  conti- 
nuance or  rest  was  the  return  of  the  writ  of  summons ;  for  then 
the  demandant  imparles,  and  judgment  was  not,  nor  could  not 
be  given,  till  he  came  again. 

To  the  third,  that  the  death  of  the  vouchee  was  a  collateral 
matter,  not  contrary  to  the  record,  and  therefore  the  plaiatiff  was 
not  estopped  from  assigning  it  for  error.    The  recovery  was  there- 
fore reversed. 
SbMpthanksv.        41.  In  another  case,  where  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  from 
iBvoT  410       ^^^  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  reverse  a  common  recovery,  and 

the  error  assigned  was,  the  death  of  the  vouchee  before  judg- 
ment ;  the  defendants  pleaded  tit  nuUo  est  erratum,  which  con- 
fesses the  error  assigned  to  be  true.  Lord  Mansfield  said,  it  was 
plain  that  judgment  could  not  be  given  against  a  man  after  he 
was  dead.  That  there  could  have  been  no  judgment  against  the 
tenant  to  the  pracipe  in  a  common  recovery,  without  a  judgment 
over  in  value  against  the  vouchee ;  they  were  all  entered  at  the 
same  time,  and  were  part  of  the  same  proceeding.  The  recovery 
was  unanimously  reversed;  and  it  was  said  that  the  case  of 
Wynne  and  Wynne  was  an  authority  in  point. 
But  could  not  42.  If  a  writ  of  mmmoneas  was  returnable  on  a  Sunday,  and 
Sunday.  the  vouchee  died  on  that  day,  the  recovery  was  void,  because 

Sunday  being  a  dies  nonjuridicus,  judgment  could  not  possibly 
have  been  given  till  the  Monday  following ;  consequently  the 
judgment  must  have  been  given  after  the  death  of  the 
vouchee. 
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43.  Thus,  where  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  Court  of  Swann  v. 
King's  Bench  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  to  reverse  a  3  Buit!'i595. 
common  recovery,  and  the  error  assigned  by  consent  was,  '*  that  IJ^^^oe^^* 
the  day  of  the  return  of  the  writ  of  summons  was  on  Sunday, 
the  iSth  of  May,  1750,  on  which  said  13th  of  May,  Edward 
Swann,  the  vouchee  in  the  common  recovery,  died."    Two  ques- 
tions arose  on  this  case.    I.  Whether  the  judgment  could  relate 
to  the  essoin  day  of  the  term,  or  to  any  day  prior  to  the  13th  of 
May,  the  essoin  day  of  the  return  ?     IL  Whether,  by  law,  a 
valid  judgment  could  possibly  be  given  on  the  day  of  the  return, 
being  Sunday  ? 

Lord  Mansfield  delivered  the  resolution  of  the  Court,  that  the 
recovery  was  bad,  because  no  judgment  could,  in  this  case,  be 
supposed  to  be  given  before  the  death  of  the  vouchee.  That  this 
judgment  could  not  relate  to  the  first  day  of  the  term,  because  it 
could  not  be  given  before  the  return  of  the  writ  of  summons, 
which  appears,  by  the  record,  to  be  in  the  term.  That  it  could 
relate  only  to  the  essoin  day  of  the  writ  of  summons,  which  was 
upon  Sunday ;  and  as  the  courts  do  not  sit  on  a  Sunday,  judg- 
ment could  not  possibly  have  been  given  until  the  Monday, 
when  the  vouchee  was  dead. 
To  reverse  this  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  6  Brown  Pari. 
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House  of  Lords,  and,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  insisted, 
that  Edward  Swann  the  younger,  being  alive  on  the  day  he  was 
called  to  appear,  and  having  appeared  by  his  attorney,  on  the 
return  day  of  the  writ  of  summons  to  warranty,  to  which  day  the 
judgment  in  the  Common  Pleas  must  necessarily  relate,  must  be 
alive  when  the  judgment  was  given  against  him,  and  therefore 
the  recovery  was  good.  That  this  position  follows  from  the  rea- 
sons and  authorities  of  legal  relations  of  judgment,  viz.  that  the 
term  be  considered  in  law  as  one  day.  Judgments  in  general 
relate  to,  or,  in  law,  are  supposed  to  be  given,  and  receive  a  con- 
struction as  if  they  had  been  given,  on  the  first  day  of  the  term, 
and  that  is  the  essoin  day.  But  in  particular  cases,  where  the 
term,  by  the  proceedings  in  it,  suffers  a  division,  as  in  the  pre- 
sent case  by  the  summons  to  warranty,  the  judgment  relates  to 
the  essoin  day  of  that  return ;  on  which  day,  it  was  admitted  by 
the  record,  that  Edward  Swann  the  younger  was  alive.  It  is, 
however,  objected,  I.  That  the  essoin  day  was  Sunday,  on  which 
day  the  Court  never  sits,  and  so  cannot  be  supposed  to  have 
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given  judgment  on  that  day.  11.  That  the  Court  never  did  «t 
on  a  Sunday,  nor  could  it  Bit  on  that  day,  because  forbid  by  se^ 
vera!  canons  which  were  adopted  by  the  common  law.  To  die 
first  objection  it  was  answered,  that  courts  formerly  commenced 
all  law-business  on  the  essoin  days,  which  were  Sundays  or  fes- 
tivals, and  so  might  pronounce  judgment  on  those  days.  The 
authorities  in  the  books  are  many  and  uniform,  that  the  judg- 
ments given  in  term-time  all  bear  relation  to  that  day,  whether  a 
festival  or  not  ;*  and  the  reason  is  the  same  where  the  process  is 
returnable  in  the  middle  of  term,  before  the  relation  to  the  essoin 
day  of  that  return.  That  the  entry,  in  the  present  case,  which 
says,  at  which  day  comes  here  as  well  the  said  Thomas  in  his  proper 
person,  as  the  said  George  by  John  Glasse  his  attorn^;  and  the 
said  Edward  being  summoned,  S^c,  likewise  comes,  S^c.  and  qfier^ 
wards  departs  in  contempt  of  the  Court,  was  also  an  estoppd  to 
say,  that  the  judgment  was  not  given  on  that  day,  or  that  it  was 
given  on  any  day  before,  or  even  after  that  day.  As  to  the  other 
objection,  it  was  said,  that  the  very  canons  prohibiting,  were 
evidence  of  the  fact  of  sitting  on  a  Sunday ;  and  it  was  further 
proved  by  the  returns  of  the  writs,  all  which  were  formerly  on 
festivals ;  and  in  the  year  1763,  nine  returns  out  of  seventeen 
were  on  a  Sunday,  as  appears  by  the  almanack  of  that  year. 
That  it  would  be  strange  for  the  King,  by  his  writ,  to  order  the 
parties  to  appear  on  a  day  on  which  no  Court  was  or  could  be 
held,  if  they  were  not  to  sit  on  that  day.  Besides,  the  many 
cases  of  testing  and  returns  of  writ,  adjourning  terms,  casting  or 
warranting  essoins,  8cc.,  all  which  were  equally  objects  of  the 
canon  law,  prove  the  fact  of  courts  actually  sitting  on  Sundays. 
As.  to  the  canons,  they  could  only  have  the  same  force  as  in 
other  cases,  when  adopted ;  viz.  to  subject  to  spiritual  censuies, 
but  not  to  invaUdate  the  act ;  like  to  the  canons  against  holding 
fairs  on  a  Sunday,  which  was  also  prohibited  by  statute,  under 
temporal  penalties ;  but  the  contract  was  binding,  till  at  last,  by 
another  statute,  the  contract  was  made  invalid.  But  as  no  act 
extended  in  words  to  the  present  subject,  therefore  it  was  not 
against  the  common  law  for  the  Court  to  sit  and  pronounce  judg- 
ment on  that  day ;  or  by  construction  or  intendment  of  law,  the 
judgment,  as  given  in  this  case,  as  the*  entry  imported^  the 
Court  must  intend  that  it  was  given  on  that  day.  If  the  canon 
had  been  adopted,  t.  e.  incorporated  into  our  law,  and  if,  in  after 
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times,  the  legislature  bad  thought  it  necessary  to  forbid  judg- 
ments baring  relation  to  the  essoin  days,  they  would  then  have 
changed  the  return  of  the  writs ;  for  it  is  now  necessary  to  take 
out  the  writs  returnable  on  the  general  return  days,  and  the 
greatest  part  of  these  are  Sundays ;  and  as  they  must  be  consi- 
dered as  common  days  of  return,  and  as  the  judgments  neces- 
sarily relate  to  these  days  and  no  other,  if  Sundays  are  to  be  for 
this  purpose  taken  as  dies  nan  juridid,  then  most  of  the  judg- 
ments given  in  term  must  necessarily  be  bad,  as  bearing  relation 
to  that  illegal  day ;  and  thus  the  return  days  would  remain  as  so 
many  snares  for  error.  But  it  may  be  presumed,  the  legislature 
did  not  thus  consider  it ;  and  thought  the  returns  and  relations 
of  law  might  still  remain,  though  they  knew  that  the  courts,  in 
decency,  only  sat  on  Mondays,  and  that  the  legal  relation  to 
Sunday  of  the  judgment  given  on  Monday,  could  be  no  violation 
of  the  Sabbath,  and  would  still  preserve  private  rights.  For  the 
profanation  of  the  Sabbath  was  the  only  object  of  the  legislature, 
but  it  never  intended  to  interfere  with  private  rights. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  said,  that  a  common  recovery,  though 
now  become  a  usual  mode  of  conveyance,  must  necessarily  be 
attended  with  all  the  ceremonies  and  solemnities  of  an  actual 
suit  at  law ;  and  if  those  are  wanting,  the  conveyance  by  reco-* 
very  is  as  defective  as  a  will  devising  lands,  to  which  there  are 
only  two  subscribing  witnesses.  That  as  the  recovery  pursues 
the  forms  of  a  real  action,  it  is  of  absolute  necessity  that  the 
vouchee,  against  whom  the  judgment  is  obtained,  should  be  liv- 
ing on  the  day  when  such  judgment  is  given  by  the  Court,  for 
otherwise  such  judgment  is  erroneous*  That  though,  in  all  cases» 
the  judgment  shall  relate  as  far  back  as  can  be  permitted  by  the 
facts  appearing  on  the  record,  yet  no  fictitious  relation  shall  pre- 
sume what  is  in  itself  impossible.  In  the  present  case,  the  writ 
of  summons  being  returnable  on  Suqday  the  13th  of  May,  the 
judgment  in  the  recovery  was  not,  nor  could  be  given  till  Mon- 
day the  14th  of  May ;  for  though  many  nominal  return  days  of 
writs  were  very  anciently  fixed  on  Sundays,  yet  both  by  law  and 
practice,  courts  of  justice  cannot  now  sit  upon  a  Sunday,  but  the 
business  appointed  for  that  day  is,  and  always  must  be,  dis- 
patched upon  the  Monday  immediately  following.  As  therefore 
the  vouchee  died  upon  Sunday  the  13th,  the  day  preceding  the 
judgment,  the  judgment  was  given  against  a  person  not  in  e$9e, 
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and,  conseqaently,  was  totally  erroneous.  That  it  was  not  aaffi- 
cient  to  say  the  vouchee  had  done  every  act  necessary  to  be  done 
by  him,  that  he  had  executed  the  deed  to  make  a  tenant  to  the 
pracipe,  bad  acknowledged  the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  had 
thereby  completed,  in  substance^  every  thing  requisite  to  this 
particular  mode  of  conveyance ;  for  no  warrant  would  empower 
an  attorney  to  appear  in  the  name  of  another,  after  the  death  of 
his  principal.  The  vouchee,  it  was  acknowledged,  intended  to 
perfect  this  conveyance,  but  died  before  he  could  accomplish  it : 
and  whether  he  died  a  day  or  a  month  too  early,  was  quite  im- 
material. Every  act  done  by  him  might  have  been  done  in  the 
month  of  September,  previous  to  a  recovery  intended  to  be  suf- 
fered in  Michaelmas  term ;  and  yet  it  would  not  be  contended, 
that  if  such  a  vouchee  had  died  in  October,  the  recovery  could 
have  been  perfected  in  the  subsequent  term.  It  was  therefore 
hoped,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  re- 
versing the  judgment  in  the  recovery,  would  be  affirmed. 

After  hearing  counsel  on  this  writ  of  error,  the  Judges  were 
directed  to  deliver  their  opinions  upon  the  following  question, 
viz.  **  Whether  the  recovery  is  good,  or  erroneous,  the  return 
day  of  the  writ  of  summons  being  on  Sunday,  the  I3th  of  May, 
on  which  day  Edward  Swann  the  younger  died  ?"  And  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  having  conferred  with 
the  rest  of  the  Judges  present,  acquainted  the  House,  '*  that  they 
all  agreed  in  their  opinion,  that  the  recovery  was  erroneous/' 
Whereupon,  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  judgment  of 
the. Court  of  King's  Bench  should  be  affirmed. 

44.  When  the  demandant  had  obtained  judgment  in  a  com 
mon  recovery  against  the  tenant,  and  the  tenant  against  the 
vouchee,  the  Court  awarded  a  writ  of  liabere  facias  seimam^  in 
the  same  manner  as  upon  a  judgment  in  an  adversary  action,  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  the  lands  lay,  directing  him  to 
put  the  recoveror  in  possession  of  the  lands  which  he  had  reco- 
vered ;  and  when  this  writ  was  returned,  the  recovery  was  com 
plete  and  executed. 

46.  The  writ  of  seisin  should  bear  teste  the  fourth  day  inclu- 
sive after  the  return  of  the  writ  of  entry,  or  last  writ  of  summons, 
when  the  vouchee  came  in  by  summons :  and  there  should  be 
fifteen  days  between  the  teste  and  the  return  of  the  writ  of 
seisin. 
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46.  It  is  said  iQ  the  case  of  Groodright  v.  Rigby,  that  the  day  Ante,  c.  2. 
named  in  the  return  of  the  writ  of  seisin  is  immaterial,  it  not  ^/ 
being  necessary  to  name  any  particular  day,  for  the  return  would 

be  good  without  it;  all  that  was  necessary  was,  that  seisin 
should  be  delivered  after  the  judgment,  and  before  the  return 
of  the  writ,  and  that  the'  proceedings  should  all  be  in  the  same 
term. 

47.  A  judgment  in  a  common  recovery  had  no  manner  of  W.  Jones,  lO. 
operation,  nor  did  it  alter  the  nature  of  the  estate,  until  it  ap-  i  w^^.  r.  55. 
peared  to  have  been  regularly  executed  by  the  return  of  the  writ 

of  seisin ;  and  as  almost  all  common  recoveries  were  suffered  to 

uses,  the  recoverors  did  not  acquire  any  seisin,  and  consequently 

no  use  could  arise  until  the  recovery  was  executed ;  that  is,  until 

the  writ  of  seisin  was  returned,  for  it  was  never  in  fact  exe-  6  Term  R.  179. 

cuted. 

48.  If  a  common  recovery  were  suffered  of  lands  let  on  leases  Shelley's  case, 
for  years,  the  recoverors  had  not  the  reversion  presently  by  the         ^' 
judgment,  but  it  must  have  been  executed. 

49.  By  the  statute  7  Hen.  8.  c.  4.  all  recoverors  in  common  1  Inst.  104  b. 
recoveries  are  allowed  the  same  remedies  against  lessees  for  lives, 

and  years,  by  distress,  avowry,  and  action  of  debt,  for  rents  and 
services  which  become  due  after  the  recovery,  to  which  the  per- 
sons against  whom  the  recovery  was  had  were  entitled. 

50.  If  a  person  suffered  a  recovery  and  died  before  the  writ  Mi^tbehad 
of  seisin  was  issued,  the  recoveror  might  have  execution  against 

his  heir. 

51.  Thus  in  Shelley's  case,  it  was  unanimously  resolved,  that  ^  Rep.  93. 
although  Edward  Shelley  died  on  the  very  day  on  which  the  reco- 
very passed,  and  consequently  before  the  writ  of  seisin  could 

have  been  issued,  yet  that  execution  might  be  sued  against  his 
heir,  (^i) 

52.  The  awarding  of  a  writ  of  seisin,  its  execution,  and  return  Most  btve  tp- 
by  the  sheriff,  must  have  appeared  upon  record  :  and  if  the  exe-  n^. 
cution  of  a  recovery  were  not  found  in  a  special  verdict,  it  could 

not  be  presumed  by  the  Court. 

63.  Thus  in  ejectment  the  iury  found  a  special  verdict,  that  Withtm  v. 
Henry  VII.  granted  the  manor  of  Witherslack  to  Thomas  Earl  rJ^I^^s. 

6  Brown  Ptri. 
(a)  In  this  case  Lord  Coke  states  tbe  writ  of  seisin  to  have  been  awaxded  immedi-   ^**  ^'* 
ately  after  the  judgment ;  and  the  record  prefixed  seems  to  warrant  sach  statement. — 
f^aU  i0  formtr  edition. 
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of  Derby,  to  hold  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  that 
Thomas  Earl  of  Derby,  graudaon  to  the  said  Thomas,  suffered  a 
reeoTery  of  the  said  manor,  and  afterwards  entered  into  the  said 
manor,  and  was  seised  thereof;  bnt  no  writ  of  execution  or  entry 
of  the  recoverors  appeared  upon  the  special  verdict  in  which  this 
recovery  was  found  :  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  of  opi* 
nion,  that  as  execution  was  not  found,  it  could  not  be  presumed, 
and  therefore  that  the  recovery  was  not  good.    A  wnt  of  error 
was  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords :  and  it  was  argued,  that  this 
judgment  was  erroneous,  and  that  a  writ  of  execution,  though 
not  expressly  found,  ought  to  have  been  presumed,  for  the  follow- 
ing reasons :  First,  from  the  exemfdification  of  the  recovery  itself, 
as  found;  its  antiquity  of  above  230  years;  its  being  entered 
upon  the  rolls ;  the  dignity  and  quality  of  the  parties  to  it ;  and 
a  fresh  entry  of  Earl  Thomas,  expressly  found  to  have  been  made 
after  such  recovery.    Secondly,  from  the  impossibility  of  any 
other  proof  of  actual  execution,  as  it  was  well  known,  that 
amongst  the  rolls  of  the  recoveries  of  that  and  the  preceding 
reigns,  the  award  of  the  writ  of  execution  is  not  entered  or  in- 
dorsed upon  one  in  twenty  of  them,  as  has  been  usual  of  late 
years ;  and  upon  search  in  the  proper  offices  where  the  writs  of 
execution  of  recoveries  suffered  in  those  early  times  ought  to  be 
filed,  not  one  of  such  ancient  writs  is  to  be  met  with.    Thirdly, 
because  had  any  objection  been  made  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of 
the  recovery  on  this  account,  the  Court  would  and  ought  to  have 
directed  the  jury  to  find  the  execution  of  it  from  the  exemplifi- 
cation itself,  and  the  possession  of  the  defendant  and  his  ances- 
tors, agreeable  to  it.    And  if  so,  it  is  difficult  to  give  a  reason 
why  the  courts  of  law  should  not  draw  the  same  legal  conclu- 
sions, and  make  the  like  legal  implication  from  iacts  themselves, 
which  they  would  direct  a  jury  upon  their  oaths  to  do.     Fourthly, 
from  the  fatal  consequences  which  might  attend  this  judgment : 
for  if  this  doctrine  should  be  established,  that  the  Judges  ought 
not  to  presume  execution  at  this  distance  of  time,  it  might  shake 
the  titles  of  great  part  of  the  property  of  this  kingdom,  which 
probably  may  depend  on  the  validity  of  ancient  recoveries,  suf- 
fered before  the  statute  34  Hen.  8. ;  for  if  a  jury  should  think 
proper  to  insist  upon  evidence  to  support  such  ancient  recoveries, 
which,  for  the  reasons  above,  appears  impossible  to  be  laid  before 
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th6m»  as  no  attaint  or  other  remedy  against  them  would  lie  in 
such  casCi  all  property  might  be  subjected  to  an  arbitrary  and 
perhaps  corrupt  determination  of  a  jury,  without  any  redress 
whatever*  On  the  other  side  it  was  contended  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Eang's  Bench  should  be  affirmed,  because  it  did  not 
appear  that  any  writ  of  seisin  was  ever  awarded  upon  the  com- 
mon recovery  suffered  by  Earl  Thomas,  or  that  the  same  was 
ever  carried  into  execution  by  writ  of  seisin^  or  otherwise ;  for, 
until  a  writ  of  seisin*  is  awarded,  executed^  and  returned,  (all 
which  must  appear  upon  record,  and  cannot  be  presumed)  it  is 
not  a  perfect  recovery,  and  operates  nothing ;  and  no  new  estate 
is  gained  to  the  recoveror^  nor  any  use  raised,  thereby,  nor  is  the 
former  estate  altered  or  changed.  And  it  was  so  determined  upon 
a  question  on  this  very  recovery,  so  long  ago  as  in  the  reign  of 
Eiing  James  I.  And,  as  in  the  present  case,  no  new  estate  was  Sir  w.  Jonef, 
gained  to  the  recoveror,  no  new  use  raised,  nor  the  old  estate 
changed  or  altered  by  this  recovery.  Earl  Thomas  still  continued 
tenant  in  tail.  After  hearing  counsel  in  this  cause,  the  following 
questions  were  proposed  by  the  House  to  the  Judges : 

First,  Whether  sufficient  matter  was  found  in  the  special 
▼erdict,  whereupon  the  common  recovery  of  6  Hen.  VIII.  could 
be  adjudged  or  taken  to  be  a  complete  valid  recovery  ?  And  se* 
condly,  if  not,  whether,  by  law  a  venire  facias  de  novo  ought  to 
awarded  in  this  case?  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common 
Pleas  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Judges,  that  there 
was  not  sufficient  matter  found  in  the  said  special  verdict,  and 
that  a  venire  facias  de  novo  ought  to  be  awarded.  Whereupon 
the  judgment  of  the  King's  Bench  was  affirmed,  (a) 

64.  By  the  statute  23  Eliz.  c.  3.  s.  1.  it  is  enacted,  that  every  All  the  pro- 
original  writ  of  entry  in  the  post,  or  other  writ,  whereupon  any  coveiw  might' 
common  recovery  shall  be  suffered^  the  writs  of  summoneas  ad  ^  ^^^^^^ 
warrantizandum,  the  returns  of  the  said  original  and  writs  of 
eummoneas  ud  vxtrrantizandum,  and  every  warrant  of  attorney,  as 
well  of  every  demandant  and  tenant,  as  vouchee,  extant  and  in 

(a)  In  a  modeixi  case,  Lord  Kenyon  says  of  this  detennioation : — "  Lord  Derby's 
case  has  always  been  considered  as  a  strange  case  ;  and  the  Judges  of  succeeding  times 
have  been  astonished  that  no  application  was  made  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to 
rectify  tiie  defect  in  that  recovery,  according  to  the  usual  practice  of  the  court."  6 
Teon  Rep.  179^ — Note  to  former  tdxtwn. 
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being,  may,  upon  the  request  or  election  of  any  person,  be  eit- 
roUed  in  rolls  of  parchment;  and  that  the  enrolment  of  the 
same  or  of  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  of  as  good  force  and 
validity  in  law,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  for  so  much  of  any 
of  them  so  enrolled,  as  the  same  being  extant  and  remaining 
were  or  ought  by  law  to  be. 

65.  The  proper  evidence  of  a  recovery  is  the  exemplification 
of  it ;  but  there  are  many  exemplifications  of  recoveries  suffered 
between  the  commencement  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Anne  and 
that  of  King*Geoi^  II.,  whereof  no  entries  upon  the  rolls  in 
the  Treasury  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  nor  any  writ  of 
entry,  summons,  or  seisin,  can  be  found.  Mr.  Pigot  having,  in 
the  course  of  his  practice,  discovered  repeated  instances  of  this 
neglect,  procured  the  following  statute  to  be  passed,  in  order  to 
prevent  the  inconveniences  which  might  arise,  in  making  out 
titles  to  lands,  from  omissions  of  this  kind. 

66.  14  Geo.  2.  c.  20.  s.  4.  '^  Whereas  by  the  defaiult  or 
neglect  of  persons  employed  in  suffering  common  recoveries,  it 
has  happened,  and  may  happen,  that  such  recoveries  are  not 
entered  on  record,  whereby  purchasers  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion may  be  defeated  of  their  just  rights :  for  remedy  thereof, 
be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that  where  any 
person  or  persons  hath  or  have  purchased,  or  shall  purchase,  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  any  estate  or  estates,  in  lands,  tene* 
ments,  or  hereditaments,  whereof  a  recovery  or  recoveries  is,  are, 
or  were  necessary  to  be  suffered  in  order  to  complete  the  tide, 
such  person  and  persons,  and  all  claiming  under  him,  her,  or 
them,  having  been  in  possession  of  the  purchased  estate  or 
estates  from  the  time  of  such  purchase,  shall  and  may,  after  the 
end  of  twenty  years  from  the  time  of  such  purchase,  produce  in 
evidence  the  deed  or  deeds  making  a  tenant  to  the  writ  or  writs 
of  entry,  or  other  writs  for  suffering  a  common  recovery  or 
common  recoveries,  and  declaring  the  uses  of  a  recovery  or  re- 
coveries, and  the  deed  or  deeds  so  produced  (the  execution 
thereof  being  duly  proved)  shall,  in  all  courts  of  law  and  equity, 
be  deemed  and  taken  as  a  good  and  sufficient  evidence  for  such 
purchaser  and  purchasers,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  her,  or 
them,  that  such  recovery  or  recoveries  was  or  were  duly  suflfered 
and  perfected  according  to  the  purport  of  such  deed  or  deeds,  in 
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case  no  record  can  be  found  of  such  recovery  or  recoveries,  or  the 
same  shall  appear  not  to  be  regularly  entered  on  record  :  Pro- 
vided always,  that  the  person  or  persons  making  such  deed  or 
deeds  as  aforesaid,  and  declaring  the  uses  of  a  common  recovery 
or  recoveries,  had  a  sufficient  estate  and  power  to  make  a  tenant 
to  such  writ  or  writs  as  aforesaid,  and  to  suffer  such  common 
recovery  or  recoveries." 


VOL.  V.  2 
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Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas. 


Of  the  counties 
of  Lancaster 
and  Durham. 


Of  the  county 
and  city  of 
Chester 


CHAP.  IV. 

In  what  Courts,  and  of  what  Things  a  Recovery  might   Ite 

suffered,  (a) 


Sect.  1.  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

2.  Of  the  Counties  of  Lancaster 
and  Durham. 

5.  Of  the  County  and  City  qf 

Chester. 

6.  Of  Great  Sessions  in  Wales. 

6.  Of  Bu8ti$ig8  in  London. 

7.  Of  Ancient  Demesne. 


Sect.    8.  Copyhold  Courts. 

9.  Of  what  Things  a  Recovery 
might  be  steered. 

11.  Rents. 

12.  Advowsons. 
16.  Tithes,  ifc. 

16.  But  not  of  a  Fishery. 

17.  By  what  Descriptions. 


Section  I. 

A  COMMON  recovery  could  in  general  only  be  suffered  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  because  a  real  action 
could  not  be  commenced  or  prosecuted  in  any  other  court. 

2.  Common  recoveries  mighty  however,  be  suffered  of  lands 
lying  in  the  counties  palatine  of  Lancaster  and  Durham,  in  the 
respective  courts  of  those  counties,  and  not  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  because  the  King's  ordinary 
writs  did  not  run  in  those  counties. 

3.  The  county  of  Chester  having  been  palatine  ever  since  the 
Conquest,  always  had  courts  of  its  own  for  the  cognizance  of 
pleas  in  all  real  actions,  and  common  recoveries  have  been 
suffered  in  those  courts. 

By  the  statute  34  &  35  Hen.  8.  c.  26.  s.  6.  the  Chief  Justice 
of  Chester  is  authorized  to  hold  sessions  twice  in  a  year,  in  the 
shires  of  Denbigh,  Flint,  and  Montgomery;  and  by  s.  40.  of  the 
same  statute  it  is  enacted,  that  every  person  suin  r  a  writ  of 
entry  in  the  post  for  any  recovery,  shall  pay  such  fines  for  the 
same  as  is  used  in  the  King's  Chancery. 

(^)  [By  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  s.  2.,  no  fines  or  recoveries  what- 
ever can  now  be  levied  or  suffered  ;  they  were  abolished  from  the  31st  of  December, 
1833.] 
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4.  By  the  statute  43  Eliz.  c.  15.  s.  4.  it  isrecited,  that -the 
mayor  of  the  city  of  Chester  had  been  time  out  of  mind  accus* 
tomedy  in  all  common  recoveries  suffered  before  him,  to  award 
writs  of  dedimus  potestatem,  and  to  receive  warrants  of  attorney 
from  the  tenants  and  vouchees  in  such  recoveries,  (a) 

5.  By  the  statute  34  &  35  Hen.  8.  c.  36.  s.  40.  it  was  enacted.  Of  Great  Ses- 
that  common  recoveries  might  be  suffered  at  the  courts  of  great 
sessions  in'  Wales,  in  like  manner  and  form  as  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  England,  {a) 

6.  By  the  custom  of  London  common  recoveries  might  be  Of  hustings  in 
suffered,  upon  writs  of  right,  of  land  lying  within  the  precincts  3  RopTs?  b. 
of  the  city  of  London,  in  the  court  of  hustings.  241  "'''*  ^"^' 

7.  A  recovery  might  be  suffered  of  lands  held  in  ancient  Of  indent      ^ 
demesne,  in  the  courts  of  those  manors  whereof  such  lands  were  xbL^sT'c.  4* 
held.    And  by  the  statute  59  Geo.  3.  c.  80.  persons  sufiering 
recoveries  in  such  courts  might  vouch  by  attorney. 

8.  By  the  custom  of  several  manors  in  which  there  are  copy-  Copyhold 
holds,  a  recovery  might  be  suffered  in  the  copyhold  ot  customary  ^^^^' 
court  of  such  manor,  of  the  copyholds  held  thereof;  of  which 

%in  account  will  be  given  in  the  next  title.  Tit.  37.  c.  2. 

9.  A  common  recovery  might  be  suffered  of  every  kmd  of  real  Of  whatthingi 
property,  whereof  a  writ  of  covenant  might  be  brought,  for  the  be  Buffered, 
purpose  of  levying  a  fine;   as  of  an  honour,  barony,  mano^, 

castle,  messuage,  land,  meadow,  pasture,  underwood,  heath, 
moor,  &c.;  and  in  general  a  common  recovery  might  be  suffered 
of  any  thing  whereof  a  writ  of  entry  sur  disseisin,  or  any  other 
writ  of  entry  would  lie. 

10.  A  common  recovery  might  be  suffered  of  an  undivided 
part,  as  well  as  of  the  whole.    And  where  a  person  who  wm 

seised  of  a  third  part  of  a  manor,  suffered  a  recovery  of  a  moiety  Cro*  Car.  110, 
of  the  manor,  it  was  held  good  for  a  third  part. 

11.  A  common  recovery  might  be  suffered  of  a  rent  charge  Rents, 
issuing  out  of  lands.     And  therefore  if  one  granted  a  rent  to  A.  Pigot,  97. 

117' J      *     f—j. 

in  tail,  reibainder  to  B.,  a  common  recovery  might  be  suffered  c/io.'°™' 


(a)  [Bat  by  stat.  11  Geo.  4.  and  1  WiU.  4.  c.  70.,  the  separate  jurisdiction  of  the 
CQunty  palatine  of  ChesUr,  and  the  principality  of  Wales,  was  abolished ;  and  it  is 
thereby  enacted,  that  fines  and  recoveries  of  lands  there,  should  be  levied  and  sufTered  as 
in  the  case  of  lands  and  hereditaments  in  any  comty  of  England,  not  being  a  county 
palatine,  s.  29.    See  9  Bing.  311.]  j 

z  2 
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Turner  v.  of  it     But  of  an  annuity  charged  on  personal  esUte,  a  common 

C?c? 316.    *    recovery  could  not  be  suffered. 

Advowsons.  12.  It  was  determined  in  Dormer's  case,  that  a  common 

R^V?'97'.        recovery  might  be  suffered  of  an  advowson  in  gross,  upon  a  writ 

of  entry.  Mr.  Pigot  says,  this  must  be  understood  of  an  ad- 
vowson appendant  to  a  manor;  but  could  not  be  of  an  advowson 
in  gross,  since  the  parson  has  the  freehold ;  and  that  therefore 
it  ought  not  to  be  by  writ  of  entry  en  kpost,  but  by  writ  of  right 
of  advowson.  (a) 

13.  A  common  recovery  might  however  be  suffered  of  an 

advowson  in  gross,  and  a  small  quantity  of  land,  on  a  writ  of 

entry  sur  disseisin. 

Bayley  v.  Un.         14.  Thus  where  the  validity  of  a  common  recovery,  which  had 

2  WU8.1i.  116.  been  suffered  of  an  advowson  in  gross,  and  one  acre  of  land, 

upon  a  writ  of  entry  sur  disseisin,  was  questioned,  as  to  the  ad- 
vowson; upon  searching  for  precedents,  sixteen  were  found 
where  recoveries  of  advowsons  in  gross  and  a  little  land  had  been 
suffered,  upon  writs  of  entry  sur  disseisin;  and  no  case  found 
where  such  a  recovery  was  ever  held  bad. 

The  Court  refused  to  hear  any  argument  against  the  recovery ; 
but  said,  that  if  this  were  res  integra,  perhaps  it  might  not  be 
right;  yet  quod  fieri  non  debuit  factum  valet.    And  gave  judg- 
ment that  the  recovery  was  good. 
Tithes.  &c.  16.  In  consequence  of  the  statute  32  Hen.  8.  c.  7.  which  has 

Tit.  36.  c.  6.  y^^^  already  stated,  a  common  recovery  might  be  suffered  of 
Dormer's  case,  every  kind  of  ecclesiastical  or  spiritual  profits,  which  were  in  the 
Ante,  c.  2.  s.  8.  i^^^^^  ^f  j^y  persons ;  as  of  tithes,  oblations,  portions,  pensions,  &c. 
But  not  of  a  16.  It  is  said  by  Pigot,  that  a  common  recovery  could  not  be 

pS  96.'''        Buffered  of  a  fishery,  common  of  pasture,  estovers,  services  to  be 
vvwt'symb.       j^jjg .  nor  of  a  quarry,  a  mine,  or  a  market ;   because  these 
Touch.  41.        things  are  not  in  demesne,  but  in  profit  only. 
By  what  de-  1 7.  With  respect  to  the  descriptions  which  were  necessary  to 

scripiions.  ^  ^^^j  ^j  ^^^^  ^^.^g^  whereof  a  common  recovery  was  suffered, 

they  should  be  the  same  as  in  a  pr(Rdpe  quod  reddat,  in  an  ad- 
versary suit.     But  as  recoveries  have  been  long  considered  as 
common  assurances,  and  conveyances  by  consent,  great  indul- 
gence has  been  shown  to  them  by  the  Judges. 
ThyuDer.  j^^  xhus  where  a  person  who  was  seised  of  a  manor  and  of 

Thynne,  ^  *^ 

1  ^^2?!'  (•)  CThis  writ  is  abolished  by  stol.  3  &  4  AViU.  4.  c.  27.  ss.  36. 37.,  from  Ut  June, 

1835.    See  also  s,  38.] 
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two  closes  reputed  part  of  the  manor,  suffered  a  common  reco- 
very of  the  manor  with  the  appurtenances;  and  whether  the 
recovery  was  a  bar  as  to  the  two  closes  was  the  question.  It 
was  resolved  by  all  the  Court  that  the  lands  reputed  parcel  of 
the  manor  should  pass ;  because  it  appeared  by  the  deed  of  uses 
to  have  been  the  intent  of  the  parties  that  they  should  pass  ; 
and  because  the  constant  practice  and  received  opinion,  since 
Sir  Moyle  Finch's  case,  had  been,  that  lands  reputed  parcel  Tit.  35.  c.  16. 
should  pass. 

19*  A  person  being  seised  in  tail,  among  other  lands,  of  two  Baker  v. 
marshes,  called  Knightswick  and  Southwick,  lying  in  an  island  Hat.  106. 
called  Camby,  in  the  parish  of  NorthAeet,  suffered  a  recovery,  in 
which  South  Benfleet  and  many  other  parishes  were  named,  and 
also  Camby,  but  the  parish  of  North  Benfleet  was  omitted. 
And  the  question  was,  whether  the  lands  in  North  Benfleet 
passed  or  not.  The  Court  agreed,  that  the  town  and  parish 
being  omitted,  though  Camby  was  a  lieu  connu^  yet  being  in  a 
town,  the  recovery  did  not  extend  to  it.  That  a  recovery  in  a 
town,  parish,  or  hamlet,  is  good ;  and  perhaps  in  a  place  known 
out  of  a  town,  parish,  or  hamlet ;  but  to  admit  a  recovery  of 
lands  in  a  place  known  in  a  town,  would  be  absurd,  for  there  is 
no  town  in  which  there  are  not  twenty  places  known. 

This  case  was  denied  to  be  law  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  North,  2  Mod.  49. 
who  said  that  it  had  been  long  disputed  whether  a  fine  of  lands 
in  lieu  connu  was  good,  but  that  in  the  time  of  King  James  I. 
the  law  was  settled  in  that  point  that  it  was  good  ;  and  for  the 
same  reason  a  recovery  would  be  good,  for  they  were  both  ami- 
cable suits,  and  common  assurances,  and  as  they  grew  more  in 
practice,  the  Judges  have  extended  them  farther. 

20.  Sir  Samuel  Jones  being  tenant  in  tail  of  lands  in  Shrews-  Lever «.  Fiosier, 
bury  and  Cotton,  which  were  within  the  liberties  of  Shrewsbury,  §,  ^^  ^y  ^{^Q 
suffered  a  common  recovery  of  all  his  lands  lying  within  the  nam«  of  Jones 
liberties  of  Shrewsbury ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  lands  i  Mod.  206. 
in  Cotton,  which  was  a  distinct  vill,  though  within  the  liberties, 

should  pass.  It  was  adjudged,  that  as  the  jury  had  found 
Cotton  to  be  a  vill  within  the  liberties  of  Shrewsbury,  the  lands 
in  Cotton  should  pass  by  the  recovery. 

21.  In  ejectment  a  special  verdict  was  found,  that  there  was  Addison  v. 
a  parish  of  Rippon,  and  a  vill  of  Rippon,  but  the  latter  was  not  i  mo^!  25o. 
co-extcusive  with  the  former :  that  a  person  who  was  tenant  in  j,^|'24i. 


."•*V»^:i'* 
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^il  of  lands  in  the  parish,  but  ouA  of  the  vill,  bargaiaed  and  sold 

all  his  lands  lying  in  the  parish  of  Rippon,  with  a  ooJireimnt  to 

^^  V  levy  a  fine  and  suffer  a  recovery  to  the  uses  of  the  deed :  that  a 

common  recoYcry  was  accordingly  suffered  of  one  hundred  acres 
of  land  lying  in  Rippon  :  that  the  tenant  in  tail  had  no  lands  in 
the  vill  of  Rippon,  and  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  waB, 
that  all  the  liands  in  the  parish  of  Rippon  should  pass.    It  was 
argued,  that  the  common  law  knows  no  such  division  of  the 
kingdom  as  parishes,  but  only  the  division  of  vills ;  and  therefore 
where  a  place  is  named  in  a  record,  and  no  more  said^  it  is 
always  intended  a  vill ;  consequently,  that  the  recovery,  if  it 
passed  any  lands  at  all,  coald  only  pass  those  in  the  vill.     But 
the  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  the  recovery  should  extend  to 
the  lands  in  the  parish  of  Rippon :  1st.  Because  otherwise  the 
recovery  would  be  void,  it  being  found  that  the  tenant  in  tail 
bad  no  lands  in  the  vill  of  Rippon.    2dly.  Because  it  plainly 
appeared  to  be  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  this  should  be 
intended  the  parish  of  Rippon,  aot.becsuisc  the  jury  had  found 
it,  (foe  the  Judges  said  they  would  pay  no  attention,  to  that,)  but 
l)ecause  it'a4)peared  by  the  bargain  and  sale  to  be  th6  intention 
•f  the  parties  that  the  recovery  should  extend  to  all  the  lands  in 
the  parish  of  Rippon,  and  not  be  confined  to  the  lands  in  the 
•    yill  of  Rippoa ;  for  the  bargain  and  sale  and  recovery  were  to  be 
considered  as  one  assurance.    And  although  a  place  spoken  of 
simply  is  in  law  intended  a  vill,  and  slabitur  presuntptio  donee 
probetur  in  contrarium,  yet  here  was  sufficient  proof  of  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties. 
Masiey  V.  Rice,      22.  In  a  writ  of  error  from  a  judgment  on  scire  facias  in  the 
Cowper,  346.      Q^^^^  Qf  King's  Bench  in  Ireland,  brought  to  reverse  four  com- 
mon recoveries  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  there,  two  of 
lands  in  the  county  of  Limerick,  and  two  of  lands  in  the  city  of 
Limerick,  Mr.  Buller  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  objected,  that  the 
several  descriptions  in  all  the  four  recoveries  were  bad.     There 
were  fourteen  parcels  in  each  recovery  ;  and  the  principal  objec- 
tions to  them  were :  I.  As  to  the  premises  in  the  county,  because 
some  were  demanded  thus,  ''all  those  the  castle,  town,  and 
lands  of,  8cc.  containing  by  estimation  so  many  acres,'-'  without 
setting  out  the  quality  of  the  lands ;  that  a  recovery  eould  not 
be  suffered  of  a  town,  and  that  so  many  acres  by  estimation  was 
uncertain.     II.  That  others  were  described  thus,  -^'all  that  part 
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of  the  town  and  lands^  &c.  now  or  late  in  the  tenure  of  A.  B./' 
which  was  vague  and  uncertain.    III.  That  two  parcels  were 
described  as  ''  containing  a  plough-land/'  which  was  also  vague 
and  uncertain.    In  respect  of  the  premises  in  the  city,  he  ob- 
jected,  that  they  were  all  demanded  by  the  description  of  '*  mes- 
suage or  tenement/'  which  was  uncertain,  and  also  as  being  said 
to  be  '^  now  or  late  in  the  tenure/'  8cc.    He  insisted  that  a  reco- 
very has  no  effect  until  execution,  therefore  the  description  of 
the  premises  should  be  so  certain  that  the  sheriff  may  know  how 
to  execute  it,  and  if  bad  in  ejectment,  a  fortiori  in  a  pracipe, 
Mr.  Alleyne,  for  the  defendant  in  error,  said,  be  should  con- 
sider, I.  What  degree  of  precision  was  required  by  the  register 
to  the  description  of  lands  demanded  in  a  praecipe  quod  reddaL 
II.  What  indulgence  was  to  be  given  to  a  common  recovery,  as  a 
conveyance  and  common  assurance.    III.  Whether  from  the 
locality  of  these  particular  lands,  the  descriptions  were  not  suffi- 
cient   I.  It  was  a  general  rule,  that  the  form  of  the  register 
must  be  followed ;  but  there  were  cases  that  admitted  of  a  devia- 
tion from  it.    The  general  principle  upon  which  all  forms  were 
founded  and  upheld,  was,  that  the  defendant  might  know  what 
he  was  to  defend  ;  and  therefore  whenever  the  term  used,  either 
in  respect  of  the  quantity  or  the  quality,  was  sufficiently  certain  ^  ^l«  ^^ 
and  notorious  to  answer  that  purpose,  it  would  be  good,  though 
not  particularly  named  in  the  register.    II.  Great  favour  was  to 
be  shown  to  common  recoveries,  because  they  were  now  a  species 
of  conveyance  and  common  assurance  of  land.    They  were  not 
like  the  cases  cited,  most  of  which  were  cases  in  ejectment, 
which  are  adversary  suits,  and  where  the  objections  arose  in 
consequence  of  some  essential  defect,  which  was  fatal.    But  a 
common  recovery  was. in  the  nature  of  an  amicable  suit,  which 
admitted  of  a  greater  latitude ;  and  any  description  that  would 
be  good  in  a  deed  would  be  good  in  a  common  recovery. 
III.  With  resard  to  the  local  situation  of  lands  in  Ireland,  it  5  lUp.  40. 

Ponh  22 

had  always  been  understood  that  the  Judges  of  Ireland  knew  the 
description  of  lands  in  that  country  better  than  the  Judges  here, 
and  therefore  credit  ought  to  be  given  to  their  knowledge.  It 
was  expressly  held  in  2  Roll.  Rep.  166.  1  Stra.  71.  and  1  Burr. 
623 ;  which  last  case  in  principle  answered  all  the  objections 
that  had  been  made.  Another  argument  arose  upon  the  statutes 
of  jeofails,  which  was,  that,  being  after  verdict,  they  were  now 
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too  late.  As  to  the  objections  made  to  the  particular  descrip* 
tions  of  these  lands^ — ^I.  The  word  ''town"  in  Ireland  did  not 
mean^  as  it  does  here,  houses  inhabited^  but  was  merely  a  tech- 
nical description  of  a  particular  district,  and  is  notorious  there. 
II.  With  respect  to  the  uncertainty  of  ''  so  many  acres  by  esti- 
mation/' it  was  sufficient  if  the  general  boundary  was  known ; 
it  was  not  necessary  that  the  precise  measure  should  be  accu- 
rately and  exactly  ascertained :  and  as  to  the  term  '^  land/'  in 
legal  acceptation  it  always  meant  arable.  III.  The  term  "  mes- 
suage or  tenement''  does  not  stand  alone,  but  is  accompanied 
with  other  words  descriptive  of  its  situation,  which  render  it 
sufficiently  certain  for  the  sheriff  to  deliver  possession  ;  besides, 
it  was  the  same  description  that  was  used  in  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment by  which  the  estate  was  entailed ;  therefore,  even  if  the  de- 
scriptions were  more  doubtful,  the  Court  would  make  such  a 
2  Mod*  233.      construction  as  would  support  them. 

Lord  Mansfield. — ^The  consequences  of  those  objections  are  so 
great ;  they  are  so  void  of  the  least  glimmering  of  reason  and 
common  sense ;  and  it  would  be  attended  with  such  vast  incon- 
veniences to  the  public  in  many  cases,  without  a  possibility  of 
doing  good  in  any,  if  in  common  recoveries,  which  are  a  species 
of  conveyance  and  common  assurance,  such  nice  exceptions  were 
to  prevail ;  that  the  strictest  proof  of  their  being  founded  in  law 
IS  necessary  to  induce  the  Court  to  overturn  a  recovery  on  such 
grounds.  By  the  settled  law  of  the  land,  men  by  deeds  may 
fetter  their  estates ;  but  tenant  in  tail  when  of  age  may  unfetter 
them,  observing  a  certain  form.  In  this  case  there  can  be  no 
doubt  of  the  meaning  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  or  his  power  to  un- 
fetter the  estate.  The  only  question  is,  whether  he  has  done  it 
agreeable  to  the  proper  form ;  that  is,  whether  he  has  described 
the  premises  with  sufficient  certainty.  Now  the  description 
which  he  has  used,  is  the  identical  description  in  the  deed  which 
created  the  fettering ;  and  the  objection  which  is  made,  is  not  so 
much  that  that  description  is  uncertain ;  as  that  six  or  seven 
hundred  years  ago,  in  an  adverse  action,  there  was  a  doubt  whe- 
ther such  an  objection  would  not  have  lain ;  and  therefore  the 
defendant  would  make  the  same  objection  and  raise  the  same 
doubt  now.  But  a  common  recovery  is  not  an  adverse  action. 
It  is  said  that  ''  all  that  messuage  or  tenement  with  the  appur- 
tenances, situate  in  the  lane  between  the  two  abbey-gates,  now  or 
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late  in  the  occupation  of  J.  C.  his  nnder-tenants  or  assigns,  in 
the  county  of  the  city  of  Limerick,"  is  too  vague  and  uncertain. 
But  one  must  look  with  a  microscopic  eye  to  discover,  that  a 
messuage  or  tenement,  8cc.  is  so  uncertain  a  description,  as  that 
the  sheriff,  or  any  other  person,  could  not  know  how  to  find  the 
premises  by  it;  and  the  objection  can  only  be  made  by  a  person 
who  pores  over  the  syllables  of  the  words. 

The  objections  are  of  two  sorts,  and  I  have  no  doubt  as  tq 
either.  I.  That  the  premises  in  the  county  are  demanded  thus : 
"  all  those  the  castle,  town,  and  lands,  containing  by  estimation. 
See. ;"  which  it  is  argued  is  uncertain,  both  in  respect  of  quality 
and  quantity.  As  to  that,  it  was  admitted  that  "  castle"  is  a 
good  description  in  England.  **  Town,"  was  determined  to  be  a 
good  description  in  Cottingham  v.  King,  1  Burr.  623.;  and 
''  land,  means  arable  land.  The  next  objection  is,  that  the  pre-r 
mises  in  the  city  are  described  thus  :  '*  all  that  messuage  or  te* 
nement,  with  a  garden  or  meadow  thereto  belonging,  situate,  &c. 
and  now  or  late  in  the  occupation  of,"  8cc.  which,  it  has  been 
contended,  would  be  a  bad  description  in  ejectment  There  are 
many  cases  in  ejectment  which  have  gone  very  far  indeed  ;  and 
therefore  the  doctrine  of  those  cases  ought  not  to  be  extended. 
As  to  the  authority  in  3  Wils.  23.,  which  would  have  great 
weight  on  account  of  its  being  so  recent^the  Judges  in  that  case 
decided  against  their  own  private  opinion  and  inclination,  because 
they  held  themselves  bound  by  authority.  But  there  the  words 
were  only  messuage  or  tenement,  without  any  other  description. 
Here  there  are  other  words,  '^  with  the  appurtenances  and  a  gar- 
den," &c. ;  which  shows  that  "  messuage  or  tenement''  are  two 
words  for  the  same  thing,  and  that  both  mean  a  dwelling-house. 
But  this  is  not  any  fundamental  ground  of  determination  in  the 
present  case.  What  I  ground  my  opinion  upon  is,  the  principles 
laid  down  in  Dormer's  case,  5  Co.  40.  b.  reported  also  in  Pop- 
ham,  23. ;  and  the  distinction  the  Court  there  take,  between  ad- 
verse actions  and  common  recoveries,  which  at  that  time  were 
become  a  common  assurance  and  conveyance  of  lands,  &c.  and 
which  the  Court  say,  *'  being  also  made  by  assent  between 
the  parties,  shall  and  always  have  had  a  difierent  exposition 
from  what  is  given  to  a  recovery  by  pretence  of  title,  or  to  the 
proceeding  in  any  other  real  action,  to  which  they  are  not  to  be 
compared ;  therefore  a  common  recovery  may  be  suffered  of  an 
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advowBon,  commoD  in  gross,  warren,  and  the  like ;  and  the  in- 
tent of  the  parties  shall  be  observed."  Now  the  objection  in 
this  case  is  an  objection  to  the  very  same  description  as  is  used 
by  the  ancestor  in  the  deed  which  created  the  entail.  The  8<de 
object  of  the  recovery  is  to  unfetter  the  premises  so  entailed  ;  and 
therefore  I  will  not  depart  from  this  anciently  established  prin- 
ciple to  do  such  cruel  injustice^  both  against  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  and  against  public  convenience.  Not  one  precedent  has 
been  cited  where  such  an  objection  has  been  held  good  in  the 
case  of  a  common  recovery.  But  a  case  of  a  fine  has  been  cited 
where  it  was  allowed  ;  and  from  thence  it  has  been  argued  by 
analogy,  that  it  is  bad  in  a  common  recovery ;  but  that  argument 
Ante,  t.  21.       does  not  hold.     His  lordship  then  cited  the  case  of  Addison  v. 

Otway,  and  said,  this  decision  is  an  instance  of  liberaUty  that 
would  not  have  been  adopted  or  followed  in  an  adverse  pnedpe. 
So  in  many  other  instances  \  as  an  advowson,  for  which  no  ad- 
yerse  action  will  lie,  but  a  common  recovery  will :  therefore,  as 
the  distinction  between  amicable  and  adverse  suits  exists — as 
the  inconveniences  of  avoiding  the  recovery  would  be  great — ^as 
no  precedent  in  point  is  produced,  and  there  is  no  possibility  of 
doubt  about  the  intent  of  the  parties — I  am  clearly  of  opinion^ 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ireland 
ought  to  be  affirmed.  The  other  Judges  concurred,  and  the 
judgment  was  affirmed. 
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CHAP.  V. 

Parties  to  a  Recovery. 


Sect.  1.  Who  might  suffer  a  Recovery. 

2.  Aliens. 

3.  Married  Women, 

5.  Who  were  disaUed  from  sv/- 
feting  a  Recovery, 


Sect.    7.  Persons  attainted* 
8.  Iftfants. 

18.  Exception — Ii^ant  Trustees. 
20.  Idiots  and  Lunatics, 
2S.  Tenants  for  Life. 


6.  The  King.  \  26.  Who  might  take  by  Recovery. 

Section  I. 

A  COMMON  recovery  havings  from  its  origin,  been  considered  as  Who  might  suf 
a  common  assurance  or  conveyance,  by  which  lands  were  trans-  ^^  *  recoveiy. 
ferred  from  one  person  to  another ;  and  the  default  and  admis- 
sion of  judgment  by  the  tenant  and  vouchee  being  as  much  their 
voluntary  act  as  if  they  had  conveyed  the  land  by  feoffment  and 
livery,  or  any  other  act  in  pais;  it  was  held,  that  all  those  whom 
the  law  enabled,  in  other  instances,  to  dispose  of  their  property, 
and  who  were  of  full  age  and  sufficient  understanding,  should 
have  power  to  suffer  a  common  recovery. 

2.  An  alien  might  suffer  a  common  recovery ;  for,  as  has  been  Aliens, 
already  stated,  he  had  the  freehold,  and  was  a  good  tenant  to  the    °  '  ^*  ' 
pracipe  until  office  found. 

3.  Although  a  writ  of  entry  might  always  have  been  brought  Married 
against  a  husband  and  wife,  yet  it  was  formerly  much  doubted  '^■"•"* 
whether  a  married  woman  could  be  vouched  with  her  husband.  4  Vin.  Ab. 

pa.  66. 

because  she  ought  to  be  privately  examined,  and  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  had  no  warrant  to  examine  her,  and  a  married 
woman  could  not  be  examined  without  a  writ.  It  is  however 
said,  in  Mary  Portington's  case,  that  the  usage  had  always  been,  lo  Rep.  43  a. 
upon  a  common  recovery  against  husband  and  wife,  to  examibe 
the  wife,  and  to  grant  a  de4imus  potestatem  to  take  her  acknow- 
ledgment upon  examination,  as  in  the  case  of  a  fine. 

Pigot  says,  the  examination  of  a  married  woman  was  wholly  Reoov.  66. 
isused  :  this  is  however  a  mistake;  for  [until  the  recent  aboli-    °°^* 
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Supra,  ch.  3. 
B.  15.  aud 
Tit.  35.  ch.  5. 

8.11. 


Who  were 
disabled  from 
KufferiDg  reco- 
veries. 


The  king. 
Pigot,  74. 


Persons  at- 
tainted. 


Infants. 

1  Inst.  380  b. 

2 484. 

D^er,232b.  . 


Tit.  35.  c.  5. 


Hopton  v» 

Johns, 

Cro.  Eliz.  323. 

Ailett  V, 

Walker,  2  Roll. 

Ab.  395. 
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tion  of  fines  and  recoveries  by  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.J 
whenever  a  husband  and  wife  appeared  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  to  suffer  a  common  recovery,  the  wife  was  always 
privately  examined  by  the  Serjeants  at  the  bar  as  to  her  con- 
sent. 

4.  Where  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  vouch  in  a  recovery  was 
acknowledged  before  commissioners  appointed  by  writ  of  dedimus 
potestatem  de  attornatofaciendo,  by  a  husband  and  wife,  the  com- 
missioners were  positively  directed  by  a  rule  of  Court,  which  has 
been  already  stated,  to  examine  the  wife  separately  and  apart 
from  the  husband,  as  to  her  free  and  voluntary  consent  to  such 
recovery.  And  it  is  settled  that  a  married  woman  was  as  fully 
bound  by  her  voucher  in  a  common  recovery,  as  by  a  fine,  and 
for  the  same  reason. 

5.  In  enumerating  the  persons  who  were  disabled  from  suffer- 
ing recoveries,  we  shall  begin  with  those  whose  disabilities  arise 
from  the  rules  of  the  common  law  ;  and  then  proceed  to  those 
whose  disability  is  created  by  act  of  Pariiament. 

6.  The  King  could  not  suffer  a  common  recovery ;  for  if  he 
did,  he  must  either  be  tenant  or  vouchee ;  and  in  both  cases 
the  demandant  must  count  against  him,  which  the  law  does  not 
allow. 

7.  It  is  said  in  Jenkins,  251.,  that  if  tenant  in  tail,  the  re- 
mainder in  fee,  was  attainted  of  treason,  a  common  recovery,  in 
which  he  was  tenant  or  vouchee,  did  not  bar  the  remainder ;  for 
the  estate  tail  vested  in  the  King  without  office.  If  4ie  died,  and 
the  heir  of  his  body  was  vouched,  this  also  was  no  bar  to  the  re- 
mainder ;  for  the  estate  tail  did  not  descend  upon  him,  but  was 
vested  in  the  King  before,  without  office. 

8.  Infants  were  not  capable  (a)  of  suffering  common  recoveries, 
on  account  of  their  want  of  understanding;  although  if  an  infant 
was  permitted  to  suffer  a  common  recovery  in  person,  he  must, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  fine,  and  for  the  same  reason,  reverse  it 
during  his  infancy,  which  must  be  tried  by  inspection  of  the 
Judges,  otherwise  the  recovery  would  bind  him  for  ever  after. 

9.  There  are,  however,  two  cases  in  which  it  appears  to  have 
been  determined  that  a  common  recovery  suffered  by  an  infant, 
who  appeared  in  person,  might  be  reversed.     But,  I  presume, 

(a)  [For  instances  where  the  Court  has  amended  a  recovexy,  by  striking  out  the 
name  of  a  minor  vouchee,  see  7  Taunt.  697.] 
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Chat  these  recoveries  ^ere  avoided  during  the  infancy  of  the 
vouchees;  for  the  principle,  that  a  recovery  suffered  by  an 
infant,  is  ko  far  similar  to  a  fine,  that  it  cannot  be  reversed  after 
the  infant  comes  of  age,  is  most  clearly  stated  by  Lord  Coke 
and  Dyer,  in  the  places  above  cited ^  and  recognised  in  a  case 
4subsequent  to  those  last  mentioned ;  in  which  it  was  resolved,  Raby  v. 
that  where  an  infant  suffered  a  recovery,  and  appeared  in  person,  i  sid  32 i. 
a  writ  of  error  did  not  lie  after  he  attained  his  full  age ;  and 
it  is  said,  that  the  Court  delivered  this  opinion  after  conference 
with  the  other  Judges,  it  being  a  matter  of  great  concern. 

10.  But  if  an  infant  suffered  a  common  recovery,  in  which  he 
appeared  by  attorney,  he  might  reverse  it  at  any  time  after  he  C.  3. 
attained  his  full  age ;  as  it  might  be  tried  by  ^  jury  whether  he 
was  an  infant  or  not,  when  he  appointed  an  attorney. 

11.  Thus,  where  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  reverse  a  stokes  v.  Oliver, 
common  recovery,  and  the  error  assigned  was,  that  one  of  the 
vouchees  was  a  feme  covert,  and  under  age,   and   that  she 
appeared  by  attorney. 

It  was  determined,  that  the  recovery  should  be  reversed, 
although  the  woman  had  attained  her  full  age,  because  it  might 
be  tried  by  a  jury  whether  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  made  by 
a  person  under  age  or  not. 

12.  It  was  formerly  doubted   whether  a  common   recovery  lo  Rep.  43  a. 
bound  an  infant  who  appeared  by  his  guardian  ;  and  the  practice  (j^^'i,.  i6i. 
therefore  was,  when  an  infant  intended  to  suffer  a  common 
recovery,  that  he  and  his  guardian  should  petition  the  King  to 

grant  letters  under  the  privy  seal  to  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  directing  them  to  permit  such  infant  to  suffer  a 
common  recovery.     But  it  was  still  in  the  discretion  of  the  Life  of  Lord 
Judges  to  permit  the  infant  to  suffer  it  or  not,  according  to  the  voi.  li98. 
circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  if  the  Judges  upon  examination  ^^®* 
found  it  necessary,  or  that  it  would  be  advantageous  to  the  infant 
that  he  should  suffer  a  recovery,  they  then  admitted  persons  of 
known  integrity  and  fortune  to  appear  as  guardians  to  the  infant, 
and  to  join  with  him  in  suffering  a  recovery  in  court. 

13.  The  Earl  of  Devon  devised  his  estates  to  his  son  the  Earl  Blount's  case, 
of  Newport,  who  was  then  an  infant  of  the  age  of  eighteen ;  and  jenk.  CeDt.299. 
among  the  possessions  of  the  said  earl  was  the  manor  of  Wansted,  torth'soise 
which  he  left  to  his  son  in  tail,  with  several  remainders  over.  ^  Vem.  4ei. 

S.P. 

The  Earl  of  Devon  was  greatly  in  debt,  and  had  appointed  Cro.'car.  307. 
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Heikett  «•  Lee, 

1  Mod.  48. 

2  Saund.  94. 


1  Ld.  Kaym. 
113. 


Sir  J.  St  Al- 
bao'ft  case, 
2  Salk.  567. 


TH.  32.  c.  4/ 


EzcepdoD. 
Infant  trustees. 
Tit.  35.  c.  5, 
3  Atk.  164. 
479.  559. 
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certain  honourable  persons  to  be  guardians  of  his  son^  who  foun<i 
it  necessary  to  sell  the  said  manor  of  Wansted  for  payment  of 
the  earl's  debts.  They  therefore  petitioned  the  Kiiig  that  h6 
would  write  to  the  Judges  of  the  Common  Pleas^  that  a  common 
recovery  should  be  suffered  of  this  manor^  which  his  Majesty 
did.  And  upon  examination  of  the  infant  privately,  and  of  his 
guardians  in  court,  and  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  a 
common  recovery  was  accordingly  suffet^,  in  which  the  Earl  of 
Newport  and  his  guardians  were  vouched  in  person.    « 

14.  On  the  other  hand^  the  Judges  have  refused  to  permit  an 
infant  to  suffer  a  recovery  by  his  guardians,  where  the  reasons  for 
the  application  did  not  appear  to  them  sufficient. 

16.  Sir  John  St.  Alban,  being  of  the  age  of  nineteen,  his 
sister,  who  was  next  in  remainder  to  him,  and  also  his  heir  at 
law,  married  one  of  his  footmen.  He  petitioned  the  King  for 
leave  to  suffer  a  common  recovery,  who  referred  it  to  the  Judges 
of  the  Common  Pleas,  before  whom  several  precedents  of  reco- 
veries, suffered  by  infants  upon  privy  seals,  were  cited.  The 
Judges  observed,  that  seven  of  the  petitions  were  by  fathers  upon 
the  marriage  of  their  sons,  and  an  equal  recompense  given ; 
whereas  here  was  neither  father  nor  marriage  in  the  case.  They 
said  this  case  had  been  carried  too  far  already,  and  therefore 
would  not  allow  it. 

16.  Common  recoveries  suffered  by  privy  seal  were  subse- 
quently disused,  and  private  acts  of  parliament  were  universally 
substituted  in  their  stead. 

17.  If  an  infant  was  permitted  to  suffer  a  common  recovery, 
he  must  make  a  tenant  to  the  pracipe  by  feoffment,  and  give 
livery  of  seisin  in  person,  by  which  means  the  feoffment  was 
only  voidable ;  whereas,  if  the  infant  appointed  an  attorney  to 
give  livery  of  seisin  for  him,  the  feoffment  would  then  be  abso- 
lutely void. 

18.  [It  should  seem  that  an  infant  trustee  might  join  in  a 
common  recovery,  under  the  statute  1  Will.  4.  c.  60.  ss.  6.  13. 
if  he  was  directed  so  to  do  by  the  Court  of  Chancery.  A  deci* 
sion  to  that  effect  was  made  in  a  recent  modem  case,  upon  the 
statute  of  7  Ann.  c.  19.  which  is  incorporated  in  the  1  Will.  4. 
c.  60.]  {a) 


(a)  [See  9  Bing.  399<  Jackien,  dema&da&t.} 
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19.  Thus,  where  a  peMon  who  was  a  tnistee,  devised  all  his  Ezpaite 
estates  to  his  son,  who  was  then  an  infant,  in  tail^  with  remain-  3  AULl'ssg. 
ders  over  ;*  a  petition  was  preferred,  that  the  infant  to  whom  the 

tfttst  estate  was  devised  might  be  ordered  to  convey  by  recovery, 
pursuant  to  the  statute  7  Ann.  c.  19.  Lord  Hardwicke  at  first 
though  there  must  be  an  application  for  a  privy  seal,  but  the  act 
being  general^  *^  that  the  infant  shall  convey  lands,  as  the  Court, 
by  order,  shall  direct ;"  his  Lordship  made  an  order,  that  the 
infant  should  convey  by  a  common  recovery. 

20.  Idiots,  lunatics,  and  generally  all  persons  of  weak  under-  idiots  and 
standing,  were  disabled  from  suffering  recoveries,  (a)  as  well  as 

from  levying  fines;  though  if  an  idiot  or  lunatic  did  suffer  a  com- 
mon recovery,  in  which  he  appeared  in  person,  no  averment  oould 
afterwards  be  made  that  he  was  an  idiot  or  lunatic,  for  the  same 
reason  that  such  an  averment  was  not  admissible  against  a  fine. 
But  if  an  idiot  or  lunatic  was  vouched  by  attorney,  I  presume  such  Tiu  35.  c.  5. 
an  averment  would  be  admitted,  upon  the  same  principle  that  an 
averment  of  infancy  might  be  made  against  a  warrant  of  attorney 
acknowledged  by  an  infknt  for  the  purpose  of  suffering  a  com^ 
raon  recovery;  as  the  fact  of  idiocy  might  be  tried  by  a  jury  as 
Well  as  that  of  infancy. 

21.  Evidence  of  weakness  of  understanding  has  been  ad-*  Weatworth's 

C&86 

mitted  to  invalidate  a  deed  to  make  a  tenant  to  the  pracipe,  for  infr^,  c.  li. 
suffering  a  common  recovery. 

22.  [Where  a  lunatic,  who  had  no  issue,  was  seised  of  an  Id  re  Brand, 
estate  tail  in  possession,  with  the  immediate  reversion  to  himself  in  150.  ' 
fee,  and  the  land  had  been  sold  under  the  statute  1 1  Geo.  4.  and 

1  Will.  4.  c.  65.  for  payment  of  his  debts,  an  order  was  made 
by  Brougham,  C.  on  the  committee  to  suffer  a  recovery  on  behalf 
of  the  lunatic,  in  order  to  complete  the  title  to  a  purchaser.] 

23.  By  the  common  law,  if  a  pnecipe  bad  been  brought  TeDants  for  life. 
against  a  tenant  for  life,  and  a  recovery  suffered,  it  would  have  lo  r^.  43  b. 
barred  the  persons  in  remainder ;  but  this  being  justly  considere 

as  a  grievance,  it  was  enacted  by  the  stat.  32  Hen  8.  c.  31.  that 
all  common  recoveries  suffered  by  tenants  for  life,  without  the 
consented  the  persons  in  remainder  or  reversion,  should  be  totally 
void. 

(a)  [For  instances,  whera  the  Court  of  C.  P.  has  refused  the  passing  of  the 
recovery,  as  to  a  party  becoming  insane.  See  3  Bing.  423.  5  lb.  176.  2  Mod.  & 
Payne,  267] 
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PigDt,  83^  24.  If  after  this  act,  a  tenant  for  life  had  made  a  lease  for 

years,  and  the  lessee  had  made  a  feoffment,  and  a  pracipe  had 
been  brought  against  the  feoffee,  and  he  had  vouched  the  tenant 
for  life  ;  such  a  recovery  was  not  within  the  statute,  because  the 
tenant  for  life  was  not  then  seised  of  the  estate  for  life.  To 
remedy  this,  the  statute  14  Eliz.  c.  8.  was  passed,  reciting  that 
several  tenants  in  tail,  after  possibility,  and  other  tenants  for  life 
or  lives,  had  suffered  common  recoveries,  to  the  prejudice  of  those 
in  remainder  or  reversion  : 

It  was  therefore  enacted,  that  all  such  recoveries   had  or 

prosecuted  by  covin,  against  any  such  particular  tenant,  or 

against  any  other,  with  voucher  over  of  such  particular  tenant, 

should,  as  against  all  persons  in  remainder  or  reversion,  be  utterly 

Infra,  c.  7.        void  and  of  no  effect.    Provided  that  that  act  should  not  extend 

to  recoveries  by  good  title,  or  to  recoveries  by  assent  and  agree- 
ment of  the  persons  in  remainder  or  reversion,  so  that  such 
assent  appeared  of  record  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  courts. 
Wiseman  v.  25.  In  cousequence  of  the  last  proviso  in  this  statute,  a  tenant 

Cro.  Eliz.  562.    for  life  might  join  with  the  persons  in  remainder  or  reversion  in 
Infiu^'ir?^"^'    suffering  a  common  recovery,  without  incurring  a  forfeiture. 
Who  might  26.  With  rcspcct  to  the  persons  who  were  capable  of  taking 

toite  by  reco-      ^^  estate  by  a  common  recovery,  as  any  person  might  sue  out  a 

writ  of  entry,  it  followed,  that  any  person  might  be  demandant 
in  a  common  recovery ;  and  the  uses  of  a  recovery  might  also 
be  declared  to  any  one  capable  of  taking  lands  by  way  of  grant, 
such  as  infants,  married  women,  corporations  sole  or  aggregate, 
or  any  other  persons,  not  considered  in  law  as  civilly  dead. 

[By  the  statute  21.  Jac.  1.  c.  26.  it  is  enacted  that  if  any 
person  shall  acknowledge  a  recovery  in  the  name  of  another 
person,  not  privy  or  consenting  to  the  same,  and  shall  be  con- 
victed thereof,  he  shall  suffer  death  without  benefit  of  clergy : 
but  by  the  statute  1  Will.  4.  c.  66.  s.  31.  the  above  (among  other 
Vide  Tit.  35.  Statutes)  so  far  as  respects  the  punishment  of  death  is  repealed, 
^'  '  **    *         and  the  offender  is  made  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  to 

be  transported  for  life,  or  for  any  term  not  less  than  seven  years, 
or  to  be  imprisoned,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  for  any  term 
not  exceeding  four  years  or  less  than  two.] 


^— ^ ^-w- 
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CHAP.  VI. 

Amendment  of  Recoveries. 


SiECT.    2.  Writ  <^  Entry.    * 

S.  iVctmef  of  the  Parties, 
12.  DeecripOon  ^  /Ae  £feaf«<. 
20.  JiMf^eiU. 


Sect.  22.  Writ  qf  Seiiin. 

24.  There  must  have  been  Mme- 
thiitg  to  amend  bff»  • 


Section  I. 

Common  recoveries  being  judicial  proceedings^  must  have  been 
carried  on  according  to  the  established  forms  and  solemnities  of 
a  real  action ;  but  as  they  were  suffered  with  the  consent  of  all 
parties,  and  considered  as  common  assurances^  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  in  many  cases,  allowed  them  to  be  amended ;  on 
the  same  ground  as  that  on  which  fines  were  allowed  to  be 
amended,  (a) 

(a)  [In  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.  are  the  following  clauses  fdr  the  amendment 
of  common  recoveries  : — Section  8.  That  if  it  shall  he  apparent  from  the  deed  making 
the  tenant  to  the  writ  of  entry,  or  other  writ  for  sufiering  a  common  recovery  already 
suflered,  or  hereaflter  (28th  August,  1833,)  to  he  suffered,  that  there  is  in  the  exem- 
plification, record,  or  any  of  the  proceedings  of  such  recovery,  any  error  in  the  name  of 
the  tenant,  demandant,  or  vouchee  in  such  recovery,  or  any  misdescription  or  omission 
of  lands  intended  to  have  heen  passed  hy  such  recovery,  then,  and  in  every  such  case, 
the  recovery,  without  any  amendment  of  the  exemplification,  record,  or  proceedings  in 
which  such  error,  misdescription,  or  omission  shall  have  occurred,  shall  he  as  good  and 
valid  as  the  same  would  have  heen,  and  shall  he  held  to  have  passed  all  the  lands  in- 
tended to  have  heen  passed  thereby,  in  the  same  manner  as  it  would  have  done  if  there 
had  heen  no  such  error,  misdescription,  or  omission. 

Section  9.  provides,  that  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  lessen  or  take  away  the 
jurisdiction  of  any  court  to  amend  any  fine  or  common  recovery,  or  any  proceeding 
therein,  in  cases  not  provided  for  by  this  act. 

Section  10.  enacts,  that  no  common  recovery  already  sufiered,  or  hereafter  to  be  suf- 
fered, shall  be  valid,  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  to  inrol  in  due  time  a  bargain  and 
nle,  purporting  to  make  the  tenant  to  the  writ  of  entry,  or  other  writ  for  suffering  such 
recovery,  provided  such  recovery  would  have  been  valid,  if  the  bargain  and  sale  pur- 
porting to  make  the  tenant  to  the  writ  had  been  duly  inroUed. 

Section  11.  enacts,  that  no  common  leoovery  already  suffered,  or  hereafter  to  be  suf- 

VOL.   V.  A  A 


Tit.  35.  c.  7. 


8  TaanL  197. 
7  Mo.  372. 369. 


8  Taont.  75. 
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Writ  of  entry*  2.  A  mistake  in  the  writ  of  entry,  oa  which  a  common  recovery 
1  Bon.  &  Pull*.  ^^  suffered,  was  in  a  modem  case,  allowed  to  be  amended,  by 
137.  inserting  50  acres  instead  of  30.    Lord  Ch.  J.  Eyre  doubted 

whether  the  Court  bad  power  to  do  it,  in  consequence  of  the  de- 
termination in  Lord  Pembroke's  case ;  but  Mr.  Justice  Rooke 
observed,  that  by  the  stat.  8  Hen.  6.  c.  12.  original  writs  might 
be  amended,  as  to  mistakes  of  the  clerks. 

3.  [In  the  case  of  Bruin  demandant,  the  return  day  of  the  writ 
of  entry  was  allowed  to  be  altered.  The  writ  was  returnable  on 
the  morrow  of  All  Souls  in  the  preceding  Michaelmas  term.  The 
parties  were  resident  at  a  distance ;  the  acknowledgment  was 
taken  on  the  26th  of  November,  and  the  papers  were  sent  back 
on  the  2nd  of  December,  too  late  for  that  term.  The  return  was 
allowed  to  be  altered,  so  that  the  recovery  might  pass  as  of  the 
then  present  Hilary  term,  (1818). 

4*  In  a  recent  case  the  documents  relating  to  a  recovery  of 
premises  in  NorthumberJand,  did  not  reach  I^ndon  till  the  first 
day  after  Easter  term ; .  the  mistake  was  not  discover^,  the  pro- 
ceedings went  on  in  the  subsequent  Trinity  term,,  and  the  reco- 
very came-  to  the  cnraitor's  office.  in.Mioba^lqAas:  term  foUpwing, 
when  ^  the  Cbnrt,.  npon  niotion,  allowed  the  re^very  to  pass  as 
of  Easter  term.] 

5.  Where  an  evident  mistake  appears  in  the  names  or  de- 
scription of  the  parties,  the  Court  has  allowed  it  to  be  amended. 

6.  A  common  recovery  was  suffered  in  a  writ  of  entry  m  the 
post  against  Elizabeth  Pinde,  and  in  the  warrant  of  attorney 
she  was  called  Alicia ;  the  warrant  was  allowed  to  be  amended*. 

7.  A  common  recovery  was  agreed  to  be  suffered^  wherein 

fered,  shall  be  invalid  in  consequence  of  any  person  in  whom  an  estate  at  law  was  oat- 
standing,  having  omitted  to  make  the  tenant  to  the  writ  of  entiy,  or  other  writ  for 
suftring  such  recovery,  provided  the  person  who  was  the  owner  of,  or  had  power  to 
dispoae  of  an  estate  in  possession,  not  being  less  than  an  estate  for  a  life  or  lives  in  the 
whole  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands  in  which  such  estate  at  law  wai  outstanding, 
or  the  ultimate  surplus  of  such  rents  and  profits,  alter  payment  of  any  charges  tKefe- 
out,  and  whether  any  surplus,  after  payment  of  such  charges  shall  actually  remain  or 
not,  shall,  within  the  time  limited  for  making  the  tenant  to  the  writ  for  suffering  Paxh 
recovery,  have  conveyed  or  disposed  of  such  estate  in  possession  to  the  tenant  to  soeh 
writ  y  and  an  estate  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  estate  in  possession,  notwidistandii^ 
there  shall  be  subsisting  prior  thereto  any  lease  for  lives  or  years,  absolute  or  detemun^ 
able,  upon  which  a  rent  is  reserved,  or  any  term  of  years  upon  which  ntf  rent  is 
reserved. 
Tor  section  12.  vide  sup.  p.  138.  note. 


Names  of  the 
parties. 

Pinde  v«  Nor- 
ton, Dyer,  106« 


Chapham  v. 
Bacon, 
Pigott,  170. 
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John  Chapham  and  Richard  Elton  were  to  be  demandants.  By 
the  mistake  of  a  clerk,  the  writ  of  entry  was  sued  out  in  the 
names  of  John  Chapham  and  John  Elton.  The  recovery  was 
allowed  to  be  amended. 

8.  A  warrant  of  attorney  was  given,  in  order  to  suffer  a  com-  idem, 
man  recovery,  by  William  Reynolds  and  Hester  his  wife.    The 
seijeant  who  took  the  warrant  of  attorney  certified  the  same  to 

be  given  by  William  Reynolds  and  Margaret  his  wife :  and  the 
mttimus  and  transcript  were  made  of  a  warrant  given  by  Mar- 
garet, and  the  recovery  was  entered  accordingly.  It  was  allowed 
to  be  amended. 

9.  A  common  recovery  was  suffered  by  R.  Callow  et  ux'  with-  Thnrban  v. 

PantiT, 

out  mentioning  the  name  of  the  wife,  and  it  was  allowed  to  be  Pigot,  171. 
amended. 

10.  A  recovery  was  allowed  to  be  amended,  by  changing  the  Mayre  v.  Coul- 
words  Ann,  the  wife  of  Henry  Ghx>dwin»  to  Elizabeth,  in  con-  Rep/i230. 
formity  to  a  fine  and  deed  to  lead  the  uses  of  it. 

11.  A  rule  was  made  absolute  to  amend  a  common  recovery,  Lord  v.  Biscoe, 
by  transposing  the  names  of  the  demandant  and  tenant,  pur-  ' 
snant  to  the  deed  making  a  tenant  to  the  precipe  for  the  reco- 
very.   Biscoe  had  been  demandant,  and  Lord  tenant ;  but,  by  2  Bro.  &  Biog. 
the  deed.  Lord  was  to  be  the  demandant,  and  Biscoe  the 

tenant  (a) 

.12.  In  the  same  manner,  where  a  mistake  appeared  to  have  Description  of 
been  made  in  the  description  of  the  estates  intended  to  be  com- 
prehended in  a  recovery,  it  has  been  allowed  to  be  amended. 

13.  A  common  recovery  was  agreed  to  be  suffered  of  lands  in  Skinner  v. 
Alphampton  and  Magna  Hermney,  in  the  county  of  Essex ;  but  pigott»  171. 
by  mistake  the  same  was  suffered  of  lands  in  Alphampton  and  . 
Lamarsh.     It  was  ordered  to  be  amended. 

14.  A  common  recovery  was  agreed  to  be  suffered  of  lands  in  Whetweil  v. 
New  Church,  Levington,  and  Mersham,  but  New  Church  was  pi^ttj[72. 

(a)  [The  following  are  some  of  the  most  recent  cases  in  which  recoveries  hare  been 
amended  in  respect  of  the  parties'  names*  by  transposing  the  names  of  the  tenant  and 
demandant  (6  Moore,  46.  8  Bing.  10.)  \  by  substituting  the  name  of  the  tenant  for 
that  of  the  vouchee  (8  Taunt.  226.  1  Bing.  22.)  ;  by  correcting  a  clerical  error  in  the 
ttiTmune  of  the  demandant  (3  Mo.  673.) ;  in  his  chruiian  name  (8  Taunt.  556.)  ;  by 
striking  out  the  name  of  a  minor,  vouchee  (7  Taunt.  697.)  -,  by  inserting  part  of  conu- 
sor's christian  name  (8  Taunt.  20.).  In  the  following  cases  recoveries  have  been 
allowed  to  pass,  notwithstanding  the  omission  of  one  of  the  vouchee's  names,  3  Mo, 
667.  8  Taunt.  645.  7  Bing.  465.] 

A   A  2 
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totally  omitted.     Upon  examining  the  deed,  to  lead  the  uses,  it 

was  ordered  to  be  amended. 
Brooke  V.  15.  A  common  recovery  was  agreed  to  be  suffered  of  two 

Pigoti»  172.       messuages  and  one  garden  in  London ;  but  being  only  suffered 

of  one  messuage^  it  was  allowed  to  be  amended. 
Jenkinion  v.  16.  The  pracipe  and  writ  of  entry  in  a  common  recovery  were 

Staple*,  Pract.        „  .        ,  ,    i     ,  *  ,.        ".  ..  i         •  » 

Reg.  c.  P.        allowed  to  be  amended,  by  addmg  the  names  of  several  panshes 

which  had  been  omitted. 
Henzel ©.Lodge,       17.  The  deed  to  lead  the  uses  of  a  recovery,  mentioned  "  all 

2  Black.  R. 

747.  the  vouchee's  lands  in  Aldenham,  or  elsewhere,  in  the  county  of 

Wheeler  v.  *  Kent,  in  the  occupation  of  Robert  Goddard."  Robert  Goddard 
2  b!w'*&  Pui  ^^'^^cd  one  entire  farm  of  the  vouchee  (all  sworn  to  be  intended 
^0.  to  pass  by  the  recovery),  being  principally  in  the  parish  of  Alden- 

ASiibanke  V.  ham»  but  part  thereof  lay  in  the  parish  of  Mersham,  which  was 
Id.  580.  not  known  to  the  parties  when  the  recovery  was  suffered.    The 

Court,  after  taking  a  day  to  consider  of  it,  allowed  the  recovery 
to  be  amended,  by  inserting  the  word  Mersham. 
Watson  V.  Cox,       18.  On  a  motion  to  amend  the  recovery  of  lands,  8lc.  in  the 
1065.   '    '        town  of  Kingston-upon-HuU,  by  inserting  the  words,  in  Myton, 

and  the  words,  and  county,  thereby  noiaking  the  description  of  the 
lands  to  be  ''  in  Myton,  in  the  town  and  county  of  Kingston- 
«  upon-HuIl."  The  deed  to  lead  the  uses,  described  the  parcels 
to  be  situate  "  in  the  lordship  of  Myton,  in  the  county  of  York, 
or  in  the  town  and  county  of  Hull,  lately  purchased  of  Thomas 
Yates."  And  it  was  proved  by  affidavit,  that  one  William 
Crowle  purchased  of  Thomas  Yates  the  lands  intended  to  pass, 
being  in  the  township  of  Myton,  in  the  town  and  county  of 
Kingston-upon-HuU,  and,  in  1728,  settled  them  successively  on 
George  and  Richard  Crowle  in  tail :  that  George  died  without 
issue,  and  Richard,  being  then  tenant  in  tail,  and  having  no 
other  lands  in  Kingston-upon-HulI,  did,  in  1754,  suffer  this  reco- 
very. The  Court  directed  notice  to  be  given  to  the  tenant,  and, 
on  his  consenting,  made  the  rule  absolute. 
Loggin.  19.  A  recovery,  which  had  been  suffered  nine  years  before, 

Barnes, ^2i!        was  Ordered  to  be  amended,  by  putting  the  word  Trul,  the  name 

of  a  vill,  into  its  proper  place,  according  to  the  deed  of  uses. 
Trul  had  been  by  mistake  put  into  the  recovery  as  an  advowson, 
not  as  a  vill  where  land  lay.  It  was  objected  against  this 
amendment,  I.  That  the  estate  was  in  trustees  at  the  time  of 
the  recovery,  and,  consequently,  the  trustees  not  being  parties 
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there  was  do  good  tenant  to  the  pracipe*  IL  That  the  lands 
were  customary  tenure.  III.  That  the  parties  who  suffered  the 
recovery  were  volunteers.  IV.  That  the  wife  of  Pullen,  the 
Youcfaee^  was  dead,  and  a  recovery  could  hot  then  be  suffered  to 
bar  the  remainders.  The  Court  said,  they  would  not  enter  into 
the  question,  whether  in  equity  recoveries  of  trust  estates  would 
bar  legal  remainders.  Or  into  the  other  objections.  When  the 
.recovery  was  amended,  WLleai  quantum  valere  potest y  the  intention 
of  the  parties  was  the  foundation  for  the  amendment.  The 
transaction  appeared  to  be  fair,  and  without  fraud  or  collusion. 
The  principle  upon  which  they  went,  was  the  statute  8  Hen.  6., 
to  amend  the  misprision  of  the  clerk.     A  precipe  was  the  cur-  Dowse, 

....  .         «  ....  1       1     n  1       demand.  &c. 

sitors  instruction  for  an  original  writ ;  a  deed  of  uses  Was  the  2  Bos.  &  Pull. 
clerk's  instruction  for  a  recovery.    The  pracipe  and  deed  were  \  xsudi.  257. 
the  things  to  amend  by ;  and  Mrs.  Pullen  being  dead,  an  amend-  ^^'  355. 
ment  was  the  only  remedy  left,  {a) 

20.  Where  there  has  been  a  mistake  of  the  clerk  in  the  words  Judgment. 
of  the  judgment,  the  Court  has  ordered  it  to  be  amended. 

21.  Thus,  there  are  two  instances  where,   upon  motion   to  Bamei .  20. 22. 
amend  a  recovery,  by  striking  out  the  words,  it  is  adjudged,  and 
inserting  the  words,  it  is  comidered,  the  Court  has  ordered  it  to 

be  done  ;  because  such  an  amendment  related  to  the  act  of  the 
Court  in  giving  judgment. 

22.  Amendments  have  also  been  allowed  in  the  writ  of  seisin,  WHt  of  seisin. 
and  in  the  return  thereof. 

23;  Thus,  where  a  writ  of  seisin  was  rightly  directed  to  the  ^^'*"°°j  . 

'  »       J  demaud.  &c. 

sheriffs  of  the  city  of  York,  but  not  returned  in  the  name  of  any  Barnes,  23. 
sheriff;  though  a  mistaken  return  in  the  singular,  instead  of  the  demanri.'&c. 
plural  number,  was  endorsed  on  the  writ ;  the  prayer  of  seisin  ^  ^^'*'*'  ^^"  ^' 
and  return  of  the  writ  were  ordered  to  be  first  amended,  and  the 
roll  and  exemplification  accordingly. 

(a)  [The  following  are  some  of  the  later  cases  where  recoveries  have  been  amended 
in  respect  of  the  description  of  the  estate :  By  inserting  tithes,  7  Taunt.  341. ;  8  lb. 
303.  y  5  Moore,  95.  Advowton,  4  Mo.  49.;  8  Taunt.  333.;  8  Mo.  586.;  10  lb.  251. 
585.  By  altering  the  name  of  the  parish,  hamlet,  &c.  5  Taunt.  624. ;  7  lb.  352. ; 
8  lb.  191.244.262;  1  Mo.  131.;  3  lb.  326.;  6  lb.  259  ;  2Bing.93.;  10  Mo.  109.; 
11  lb.  249. ;  12  lb.  159.  By  altering  quantity,  2  Mo.  163. ;  5  lb.  95. ;  9  lb.  591. ; 
Quality^  1  Bing.  2*2. ;  5  Mo.  95. ;  12  lb.  303.  Recovery  allowed  to  pass,  notwith- 
standing alterations  bad  been  made  in  the  proceedings  i-especting  the  word  Uland  for 
colony  of  Denierara,  1  Bing.  72.  Recovery  not  allowed  to  pass  on  account  of  defect 
in  the  name  of  the  parish,  1  Bing.  425. ;  of  county,  4  Bing.  426 ;  1  Mo.  &  Pa.  178. ; 
4  Taunt.  70:^. ;  4  lb,  865.] 
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There  must 
have  been 
something  to 
amend  by. 


Ante,  c.  3. 
Barnes,  17. 


1  Bing.  425. 


Acton  V* 
Baldwin, 
2  Black.  R. 
874. 


Pearson, 
demand.  &c. 
1  H.  Black.  R. 
73. 
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24.  No  amendment^  however,  was  allowed  in  a  common  re- 
covery,  unless  where  there  appeared  an  evident  mistake  or  mis* 
prision  of  the  clerk,  or  where  there  was  something  to  amend 
by.  (a) 

25.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Wynne  and  Wynne,  ah  application 
was  made  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  to  amend  the  teste  and 
return  of  the  writ  of  entry ;  and  a  rule  to  show  cause  was  granted. 
The  Court,  after  hearing  counsel  on  both  sides,  and  considera- 
tion, was  of  opinion  that  all  amendments  must  be  consistent 
with  the  rules  of  law,  and  there  must  be  something  to  amend 
by.  In  this  case  the  vouchees  by  law  could  not  appear  until  the 
return  day  of  the  writ  of  summons,  and  the  power  of  attorney 
given  by  Alithea  to  appear  on  that  day  was  revoked  by  her  death 
in  the  intermediate  time.  By  the  statute  8  Hen.  6.  original 
writs  are  amendable,  if  wrong  by  misprision  of  the  clerk,  or 
where  there  is  any  thing  to  amend  by.  Here  was  no  misprision 
of  the  clerk,  the  writ  was  made  agreeable  to  his  instructions,  and 
there  was  nothing  to  amend  by;  the  amendment  prayed  was  to 
amend  in  the  first  instance.    The  rule  was  dischaiged. 

26.  Thus,  where  a  motion  was  made  to  amend  a  recovery,  by 
striking  out  the  city  of  Litchfield,  and  inserting  the  county  of 
Stafford,  with  other  consequential  amendments,  wheresoever  the 
names  of  the  county  and  sheriff  occurred,  and  also  by  inserting 
Longden  (the  name  of  a  vill)  after  Abnall,  another  vill  named  in 
the  recovery ;  the  Court  observed,  that  it  was  a  gross  mistake  in 
the  attorney  concerned,  in  suing  out  only  one  recovery  instead 
of  two ;  and  that  they  would  willingly  give  the  parties  all  the 
assistance  they  legally  could  to  effect  their  evident  intent,  but  it 
was  beyond  their  power.  In  the  cases  of  amendments  which 
had  been  cited,  the  party  had  no  estate  in  the  vill  or  county 
struck  out ;  therefore,  quoad  hoc,  the  recovery  had  no  operation  ; 
but  the  present  application  was,  to  annul  a  valid  recovery  in  the 
city  of  Litchfield,  which  had  operated  upon  lands  therein  for 
near  forty  years,  and  to  substitute  in  its  stead  a  recovery  in  the 
county  of  Stafford.    The  motion  was  refused. 

27.  In  a  recovery,  a  farm  called  Thiefside,  otherwise  Thievis^ 
head,  was  described  to  be  situated  in  the  forest  of  Inglewood,  in 
the  parishes  of  Heskit  in  the  Forest  and  St.  Maiy's,  Carlisle,  or 


(o)  [Sec  also  6  Taunt.  748. ;  4  lb.  798.] 
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one  of  them,  in  the  county  of  Cumberland.    It  was  afterwards 
discovered  that  the  whole  of  the  said  farm  was  not  within  the 
parishes  of  Heskit  in  the  Forest  and  St  Mary's^  Carlisle,  as  de- 
scribed in  the  recovery ;  but  that  part  of  it  was  in  the  parish  of 
Lazonby^  in  the  county  of  Cumberland.     It  was  moved  to  amend  Simoox, 
the  recovery,  by  inserting  the  word  *^  the  parish  of  Lazonby/'  on  4  Taunt.  15k 
an  affidavit  of  the  owners  of  the  lands,  the  vouchee,  stating  as  ^^Q^^^f^ 
above,  and  that  he  meant  to  include  all  his  estates  in  the  county  demand.  &c. 
of  Cumberland  in  the  recovery,  and  that  he  did  not  know,  when  Dawnev, 
he  suffered  the  recovery,  that  any  part  of  the  said  farm  was  in  i^j^[   ^' 
the  parish  of  Lazonby.    The  Court  would  not,  on  this  affidavit 
alone,  grant  leave  to  amend;  but  upon  reading  the  deed  to  lead 
the  uses,  there  was  found  the  following  clause  :.  '^  And  all  other 
the  estates,  manors,  or  lordships,  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments  whatsoever,  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the 
county  of  Cumberland."    This  was  holden  by  the  Court  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  an  amendment,  as  it  appeared  on  the  face  of 
the  deed  itself.    And  the  rule  for  amendment  was  made  ab- 
solute. 

28.  [No  amendments  were  allowed  on  the  last  day  of  term.]     yy'^J*  ^' 

c.  7.  t.  33* 
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CHAP.  VII. 

Effect  of  a  Recovery  in  barring  Ettates  Tail,  Remainders,  and 

Reversiom. 


Sect.    1«  Ancient  modes   of   barring 

Eetatee  Tail. 
12.  A  Recovery  bars  an  Ettate 

TaU. 
80.  With  aU  Remaindere  and  the 

Reversion, 
41.  And  an  Entail  qf  a  Rent 

Charge. 


Sect.  44.  Recoveries  with  Single  and 
Double  Voucher. 

60.  The  Power  rf  steering  • 
RecofBsry  could  not  be  re- 
strained* 

66.  An  Heir  in  TaU  aUowed  to 
inspect  TUU  Deeds. 


Section  I, 

ADcient  moder   The  variety  of  inconveniences  which  were  produced  by  the  sta- 
«utei"ttiU.        ^^^  ^  donis  conditionalibus,  and  the  impossibility  of  obtaining 

a  parliamentary  repeal  of  it,  induced  the  Judges  to  adopt  every 
possible  means  of  evading  and  invalidating  it ;  but  the  progress 
was  gradual,  and  it  was  a  long  time  before  it  was  completely 
effected. 

2.  The  first  rule  which  the  Judges  adopted  on  this  subject 
was,  that  the  issue  in  tail  could  not  avoid  the  eviction  of  his  an-» 
cestor,  provided  he  was  left  a  recompense  in  value  for  the  estate 
tail  of  which  he  was  evicted.  Thus  it  was  determined  very  soon 
after  the  statute  De  donis,  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail  was  evicted  of 
his  estate  tail,  and  recovered  over  in  value ;  such  recovery  in 
value  was  a  good  bar  to  the  estate  tail,  because  the  issue  had  a 
recompense. 

3.  It  was  resolved,  upon  the  same  principle^  that  a  lineal  war- 
lit  t.  712. 749.  ranty  with  assets  was  a  good  bar  to  the  issue  in  tail.    However 
l0^Rep^7  b'     ^^^  Coke  observes^  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail  aliened  with  war- 
ranty, leaving  assets  to  descend,  and  the  issue  in  tail  aliened  the 
assets  and  died,  the  issue  of  that  issue  should  recover  the  estate 


10  Rep.  37  b. 


Vide  Tit.  32. 
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tail;  because  the  lineal  warranty  descended  to  him  without  assets: 
which  shows  that  the  issue  in  tail  could  not  be  barred,  unless  he 
had  a  full  recompense  in  value. 

4.  The  rule  that  the  issue  in  tail  could  not  avoid  the  alienation 
of  his  ancestor^  provided  he  had  a  recompense  in  value,  was  still 
farther  extendedi  by  a  decision  of  the  Judges  in  44  Edw.  TIL,  by 
which  it  was  determined,  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail  granted  a  rent- 
charge,  in  consideration  of  a  release  of  right,  to  a  person  who  had 
a  prior  claim  to  the  estate,  such  a  grant  should  bind  the  issue  in 
tail;  because  it  was  made  for  his  benefit,  and  the  estate  tail  de- 
scended to  him  as  a  recompense  for  the  grant. 

6.  Thus,  where  a  person  brought  a  replevin  for  taking  his  OctaviaD 
cattle,  the  defendant  avowed,  for  that  one  Nicholas  was  seised  in  cawl! 
tail  of  the  manor  of  B.,  and  had  issue  John  and  Joan  ;  Nicholas  ^  ^^J^  2i 
died,  John  bein^  then  in  Ireland  ;  Joan,  the  daughter,  entered 
and  died  seised,  leaving  issue  a  son  named  Nicholas,  who  en- 
tered ;  John,  the  son,  having  returned  from  Ireland,  sued  for  the 
land,  but  agreed  to  release  all  his  right  to  the  estate  tail  to  his 
nephew  Nicholas,  in  consideration  of  a  grant  from  Nicholas  of  a 
rent  of  20/.  per  annum,  with  power  of  distress.  This  rent  being 
afterwards  in  arrear,  a  distress  and  avowry  were  made  on  the 
lands  charged,  which  were  then  in  the  possession  of  the  issue  of 
Nicholas.  The  Court  was  of  opinion,  that  as  Nicholas,  who  was 
tenant  in  tail,  granted  this  rent  in  consideration  of  a  release  of 
right  from  John,  who  was  really  entitled  to  the  estate  tail,  the 
grant  was  good,  and  sufficient  to  bind  his  issue  in  tail,  be- 
cause the  estate  tail  descended  to  them  as  a  recompense  for  this 
rent* 

6.  In  the  preceding  modes  of  barring  estates  tail,  it  may  be 
observed,  that  the  recompense  in  value  which  descended  to  the 
issue  in  tail  was  real.  But  in  12  Edw.  IV.  a  case  arose,  in 
which  the  Judges  carried  this  principle  to  a  much  greater 
length ;  and  determined  that  a  nominal  and  fictitious  recom- 
pense descending  to  the  issue  in  tail,  should  be  an  effectual  bar, 
not  only  to  the  issue  in  tail,  but  also  to  the  persons  entitled  to 
the  remainders  and  reversion.  And  as  the  validity  of  reco- 
veries, even  at  this  day,  depends  upon  the  authority  and 
principles  laid  down  in  that  case,  it  will  be  proper  to  state  it 
fully. 
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Talttram'i        .    7«  I.  B.  being  seised  ia  fee  of  the  lands  in  qaesdon,  gmve  thedk 

13  Ed.  IV.  ^  one  William  Smith,  to  hold  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
Ywr  Book,  U.  jjy  for^g  ^f  ^jjj^,^  ,jg  ^^  g^j^     William  Smith  died,  leaving 

Vid.  13  £d.  I.  -Humphrey,  his  eldest  son,  on  whom  those  lands  descended,  who 
Bro.  Ab.  til  entered,  and  was  seised  per  foirmam  doni.  Humphrey  enfeofiad 
vaiueriX/*^       one  Tregos  of  the  said  lands  in  fee,  who  rendered  them  to  the 

said  Humphrey  and  Jane  his  wife,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  two 
bodies,  remainder  in. fee  to  the  said  Humphrey,  by  force  of  wbick 
they  were  seised.  Some  time  afterwards,  Jane  died,  on  which 
Humphrey  became  sole  seised  of  the  said  lands  in  tail ;  and  being 
thus  seised,  one  Taltarum  brought  a  writ  of  right  against  Hum- 
phrey, and  counted  of  his  possession  against  him.  Humphrey 
made  defence,  and  vouched  to  warranty  one  R.  King,  who  isn^ 
tered  into  the  warranty,  and  joined  the  mise  on  the  mere  r^ht; 
afterwards  R.  King,  the  vouchee,  made  default,  and  departed  ia 
contempt  of  the  Court ;  in  consequence  of  which,  final  judgment 
was  given,  that  the  demandant  Taltarum  should  recover  the  landa 
in  question  against  Humphrey,  and  that  Humphrey  should  re- 
cover lands  of  equal  value  of  R.  King,  the  vouchee.  Humphrey 
afterwards  died,  without  leaving  heirs  of  his  body ;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  Richard,  the  brother  of  Humphrey,  who 
was  heir  in  tail  to  those  lands,  should  be  barred  by  this  recoveiy  ? 
1  Pras.  Cod.      It  was  determined  by  all  the  Judges,  that  the  estate  tail  was  Dot 

barred  by  this  recovery,  because  the  tenant  in  tail  was  not 


of  the  estate  tail  at  the  time  of  the  recovery,  but  of  anoiheif 
tate ;  and  as  the  recovery  in  value  goes  according  to  the  estate 
whereof  the  tenant  was  seised  at  the  time  of  the  recovery,  and 
not  in  recompense  of  the  estate  he  had  not,  the  issue  in  tail  could 
have  no  recompense  in  this  case,  and  therefore  was  not  barred  by 
the  recovery. 
Pigott,  9.  It  is  observable,  .that  this  case  was  conducted  with  d  good  deal 

of  art;  for  at  first  sight  the  decision  seems  to  be  agiainst  the 
validity  of  a  common  recovery  in  barring  estates  tail,  bat,  froih 
the  arguments  of  the  Judges,  it  appeared  they  were  all  of  opinion 
that  if  the  tenant  in  tail  had  been  actually  seised  of  the  estate 
tail  at  the  time  of  the  recovery,  the  recompense  in  value  would 
then  have  descended  in  lieu  of  the  estate  tail,  and  therefore  the 
issue  in  tail  would  have  been  barred. 

8.  All  the  writers  on  our  law  have  dated  the  sera  of  common 
recoveries  from  this  decision,  although  the  preceding  cases  show. 
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that  so  early  as  the  reign  of  Edward  III.  the  Judges  were  ex* 
tremely  well  inclined  to  give  tenants  in  tail  every  assistance  for 
enabling  them  to  unfetter  their  estates. 

9.  It  is  evident,  from  this  case,  that  the  reason  on  which  the 
Judges  grounded  their  original  determination » that  a  common  re* 
Govery  was  a  good  bar  to  an  estate  tail,  was,  because  the  issue  in 
tail  had  a  recompense  in  value,  either  real  or  fictitious,  for  the  es- 
tate tail  which  was  recovered ;  but  as  several  cases  arose,  in  which 
the  recompense  in  value  could  not  possibly  extend  to  all  the  es- 
tates which  were  barred,  the  Judges  have  at  different  times  ex- 
erted their  ingenuity  in  inventing  other  reasons  to  support  the 
validity  of  common  recoveries.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Hudson  v.  3  Lev.  29. 
Benson,  in  Mioh.  23  Car.  IL,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Hale  is  re- 
ported to  have  said :  **  The  recompense  of  the  value  is  the  reason 

of  the  bar  by  common  recoveries,  as  to  the  issue  in  tail,  but  not 
the  reason  why  it  bars  as  to  him  in  remainder  or  reversion.  But 
the  reason  in  this  case  is,  because  the  recoveror,  in  supposition  of 
law,  is  in  of  the  estate  tail,  and  that  in  judgment  of  law  has  still 
continuance ;  as  at  common  law,  the  donee, post prolem  suscitatam, 
might  have  aliened  and  barred  the  donor ;  and  a  common  reco- 
very is,  as  it  were,  a  conveyance  excepted  out  of  the  statute  De 
damSf  and  the  recoveror  is  in  of  the  estate  which  the  donee  had ; 
but  the  issue  in  tail  is  barred  to  claim  it,  in  respect  of  a  supposed 
recompense  by  the  recovery." 

10.  In  Mr.  Ratcliffe's  case,  which  was  argued  before  the  istra.289. 
Lords  Delegates,  6  Geo.  I.  Mr.  Baron  Montague  observes,  that 

the  words  of  Sir  M.  Hale  respecting  recoveries  had  been  cited, 
and  said,  ^^  I  never  found  my  opinion  on  the  dictums  of  repcnrters, 
in  which  they  are  very  apt  to  mistake  the  words  and  sense  of  the 
Judges  from  whom  they  take  them ;  and  so  it  seems  to  be  in  that 
case.  Lord  Hale  is  there  reported  to  have  said»  that  the  recom- 
pense in  value  is  not  the  reason  why  common  recoveries  are  bars 
to  the  remainder-men,  but  because  those  are  conveyances  ex- 
cepted out  of  the  statute  De  donis.  But  it  is  the  text  of  Litt. 
s.  668.  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail  suffered  a  feigned  recovery,  the 
issue  might  falsify  it  in  difonnedon.  This  shows  that  at  common 
law  such  recoveries  as  we  now  make  use  of  to  bar  estates  were 
not  known ;  and  therefore  it  would  have  been  ridiculous  in  the 
statute  De  donis  to  have  excepted  recoveries,  since  common  reco- 
veries were  not  used ;  and  recoveries  on  good  title  could  not  be 
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imagined  la  be  included*  If  issue  was  taken  on  the  disseisio 
alleged  in  the  writ  of  entry,  and  found  for  the  demandant,  and 
so  the  recovery  on  a  point  tried,  this  at  common  law  would  bar 
the  issue,  there  lying  an  attaint  against  the  jury  ;  though  where 
it  was  by  default  it  would  not.  But  afterwards  another  middle 
way  was  found  out  and  favoured  by  the  Judges,  to  prevent  the 
inconvenience  of  perpetuities ;  and  that  was,  where  the  tenant  in 
tail  appeared  and  vouched  over,  and  the  vouchee  made  default, 
and  so  there  was  a  judgment  for  a  recompense  to  one,  and  for 
Saik.  &(».         the  lands  demanded  to  the  other.    This  judgment,  though  by 

default,  and  without  issue  tried,  was  held  a  bar,  on  account  of 
the  recompense  in  value.'' 

11.  It  is  extremely  clear,  from  what  has  been  premised,  that 
the  effect  and  validity  of  common  recoveries  cannot  be  supported 
by  any  of  the  maxims  or  principles  of  the  common  law,  but  that 
they  are  ^ijictio  juris,  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  destroying  that 
species  of  perpetuity  which  was  created  by  the  statute  De  donis  ; 
and  the  numerous  advantages  which  arose  from  the  decision  of 
the  court  in  12  Edw*  IV..  was  a  sufficient  justification  of  it. 
Besides,  common  recoveries  have  now  continued  so  long,  and 
their  utility  is  so  fully  understood,  that  the  determination  of  the 
Judges  in  Taltarum's  case,  so  far  from  being  considered  asaa 

I  B^^^'^iu'^^'  unwarrantable  stretch  of  their  authority,  must  on  the  contrary 
115.  be  acknowledged  to  have  been  a  measure  of  great  public  utility, 

449.        ^*       and  from  which  this  country  has  derived  infinite  advantage. 

12,  But  whatever  were  the  reasons  on  which  the  validity  of 
A  reeoveiy  ban  common  recoveries  were  orisinally  founded,  it  may  now  be  laid 

an  estate  tail*  o         j  'j 

down  as  a  certain  maxim  or  rule  of  law,  which  has  prevailed  for 
several  centuries,  that  a  common  recovery  is  ^n  assurance 
whereby  all  tenants  in  tail  were  enabled  to  bar  their  estates  tail, 
and  convert  them  into  estates  in  fee.  And  in  Mary  Portington's 
10  Rep.  37  b.     case,  1 1  Ja.  I.  it  was  determined,  that  a  judgment  given  against 

tenant  in  tail,  upon  a  voucher  and  recompense  in  value,  would 
bind  the  estate  tail,  notwithstanding  the  statute  De  doftis  con^ 
ditiorudibus :  whether  the  recovery  was  upon  good  title  or  not. 
And  that  the  judgment  given  in  such  a  case  for  the  tenant  in 
tail  to  have  in  value,  would  bind  the  estate  tail,  although  no 
recompense  was  had.  (a) 

(a)  The  foUowing  passage  shows  how  strongly  the  Judges  have  always  supported 
commoQ  recoveries.    '*  At  the  Parliament  held  in  tlie  reign  of  tiie  late  Queen 'Klixa* 
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13.  A  common  recovery  was  a  good  bar  to  the  issue  in  tail, 
though  the  tenant  in  tail  died  before  the  recovery  was  executed. 

14.  Thus,  in  Shelley's  case*  where  a  tenant  in  tail  suffered  a  Ant*,  c.  s. 
common  recovery,  and  died  on  the  same  day,  before  the  Court  Dyer.  35. 
had  awarded  a  writ  of  habere  facias  seisifutm,  it  being  doubted  P  *  ^^' 
whether  execution  might  be  sued  against  the  issue  in  tail,  the 
majority  of  the  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  it  might ;  for  the   • 
right  of  the  estate  tail  was  bound  by  the  judgment*  and  not  by 

the  execution.  But  if  a  recovery  were  had  against  a  tenant  in 
tail  upon  a  false  judgment*  he  being  tenant  to  the  writ,  who  died 
before  execution,  in  a  scire  facias  against  the  issue  in  tail*  he 
might  avoid  it. 

15.  An  erroneous  recovery*  suffered  by  a  tenant  in  tail  would  1  iMt.  349  b. 
bar  his  issue,  as  long  as  it  continued  in  force.  10--  38  a. 

16.  It  has  been  stated*  that  where  a  tenant  in  tail  covenants  Tit.2.  c.2. 
to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  his 

eldest  son  in  tail,  it  is  absolutely  void,  and  does  not  alter  the  MacbelU. 
estate.     And  it  was  held,  that  after  such  a  covenant,  the  tenant  Rep/n9. 
in  tail  might  suffer  a  common  recovery  to  other  uses,  which  gj^  o^b^'uset 
would  be  good.  Sug.  180. 244. 

17.  It  has  been  stated,  that  by  the  stat.  14  Eliz.  c.  8.  reco-  Ante,  c.  6. 
veries  suffered  by  tenants  for  life  were  made  void.    But  there  is 

a  proviso  in  that  act,  declaring  that  it  shall  not  extend  to  reco- 
veries by  assent  and  agreement  of  the  persons  in  remainder  or 
reversion ;  so  that  such  assent  appeared  of  record  in  any  of  her 
Majesty's  Courts^ 

18.  A.  being  tenant  for  life*  with  remainder  to  her  son  in  tail*  Jennings' 
a  precipe  was  brought  against  A.*  who  vouched  the  son*  who  ^ 
vouched  over  the  common  vouchee,  by  which  means  a  common          ^ 
recovery  was  suffered.    All  the   Judges  were  of  opinion  that 
the  recovery  was  good*  and  within  the  proviso  in  the  statute 
14  Eliz.  c.  8. 

beth,  in  the  great  case  between  J.  Veraon  and  Sir  Edward  Herbert,  wbich  was  argued 
by  learned  counsel  before  tbe  Lords  in  Parliament,  there  Hoord,  an  utter  barrister  of 
Goonsel,  with  Vernon  (^who  was  barred  by  a  common  recovery)  rashly,  and  with  great 
ill  will,  inveighed  against  common  recoveries,  not  knowing  the  reason  and  foundation 
of  them ;  who  was  with  great  gravity  and  some  sharpness  reproved  by  Sir  James  Dyer, 
the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  who  said  he  was  not  worthy  to  be  of  the  pro- 
fession of  the  law,  who  durst  speak  against  common  recoveries,  which  were  the  sinews 
of  assurances  of  inheritances,  and  founded  upon  great  reason  and  authority.*'  10  Rep. 
40  tu—Nott  to  formm  tA\i\m. 
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19.  If  a  pradpe  was  broaght  against  a  tenant  ia  tail  and  his 

wife^  where  the  husband  was  sole  ^ised^  and  his  wife  had  nothings 

and  they  both  vouched  over  in  the  usnal  manner,  it  would  bar 

the  estate  tail. 

Etre  V.  Snowe,        20.  Thus,  where  John  Trevilian,  being  tenant  in  taiU  suffered  a 

is  Vin.  Ab.      commou  recovery,  in  which  he  and  his  wife  vouched  over  the 

^^^*  common  vouchee ;  it  was  objected,  that  the  recovery  was  not 

effectual  to  bar  the  estate  tail,  because  the  wife  was  named  in 
the  prmdpe  as  joint  tenant  with  her  husband,  and  appeared  and 
vouched  as  joint  tenant ;  and  the  vouchee  entered  into  the  war- 
ranty, admitting  that  he  ought  to  warrant  to  them,  whereby  he 
also  admitted  that  the  wife  had  an  estate  in  the  tenancy,  and 
had  cause  to  vouch ;  and  as  she  ought  to  have  the  recompense  in 
value  by  conclusion,  there  was  therefore  no  reason  why  the  issue 
in  tail  should  be  barred ;  for  the  reason  that  an  estate  tail  is 
allowed  to  be  barred  by  a  common  recovery  is  on  account  of  the 
recompense  in  value,  which  is,  or  by  possibility  may  be  ren- 
dered ;  and  if  the  wife  was  entitled  to  the  recompense  in  valu^ 
and  not  the  issue  in  tail,  then  there  was  no  reason  why  the  issue 
should  be  barred.  But  the  Judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion, 
that  in  this  case  the  estate  tail  was  barred  ;  for  it  was  expressly 
found  by  the  verdict,  that  the  wife  had  nothing  in  the  tenements 
at  the  time  of  the  recovery,  but  that  the  husband  was  sole  seised 
in  tail ;  and  as  he  alone  lost  the  tenancy,  the  recompense  sbonld 
go  to  him,  and  should  be  of  the  like  estate  with  that  he  had  lost. 
21.  It  was  formerly  held,  that  where  a  pracipe  was  brought 
against  a  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainder-man,  such  a  recovery 
would  not  bar  the  estate  tail. 
Leech  «.  Cole,  22.  Thus  where  a  person  was  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
2  Roll's  Abr. '  ^^^  eldest  son  in  tail,  and  a  pracipe  was  brought  against  the 
a^Reo.  6  b         ^^^h®r  «^nd  son  jointly,  who  vouched  over  the  common  vouchee, 

it  was  held  by  three  Judges  against  one,  that  the  estate  tail  of 
the  son  was  not  barred  by  the  recovery ;  for  the  lands  recovered 
in  value  must  go  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  estate  that 
was  lost  would  have  gone;  whereas  in  the  present  case,  there 
being  ^  joint  prescipe  brought  against  the  tenant  for  life  and  the 
person  in  remainder,  they  must  be  supposed  to  be  joint  tenants, 
and  the  judgment  must  be  accordingly ;  that  as  the  reason  why 
a  recovery  barred  an  estate  tail  was  on  account  of  the  recovery 
in  value,  and  as  it  could  not  be  averred  that  the  lands  recovered 
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m  valae  should  go  in  any  other  manner  than  that  which  waa 
Eftated  in  the  record,  it  followed,  that  the  issue  in  tail  could 
have  no  recompense. 

23*  Mr.  Pigott  observes^  that  these  reasons  savour  of  a  won-  Pa.  37. 
derful  subtUty ;  and  although  no  man  would  venture  to  suffer  a 
reooveiy  in  this  manner,  yet  if  a  question  of  this  kind  were  now 
agitated,  these  distinctions  would  not  be  so  easily  admitted,  since 
the  courts  of  law  adopt  every  mode  of  enipporting  common  recon- 
venes, as  assurances  generally  usedfcMr  the  conveyances  of 
estates.  And  in  the  following  case  thevConrt  of  King's  Bench 
was  of  opinion,  that  a  recovery  oft  this^  kind  would  bar  an  estate 
tail.  

24.  A  tenant  in  tail  and  the  person,  in  remainder  joined  in  Page  v. 
making  a  temmt  to  the  praeipe,  wha  vouched  them  jointly,  and  ^il^^je, 
they  in  the  same  manner  vouched  over  the  .common  vouchee*  ^Saik.  670. 

'  Rep.  temp. 

It  was-  objected,  that  as  the  voticher  was  joint,  the  recovery  in  Holt,  ais. 
value  must  be  joint,  aild  so  the  tenant  in  tail  and  the  person  in 
remainder  must  recover  moieties  in  vahie;  whereas  flie  whole 
was  recovered  against  the  tenant  in  tail,  and  consequently,  to 
bind  the  issue,  he  ought -to^recover in  value  the  whole;  so  that 
the  recovery  in  value  not  being  proportioiiable  to  the  loss,  it  Was 
void.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  delivered  the  ojpinion  of  the 
Court.  As  to  the  validity  of  the  recovery  in  barring  the  estate 
tail,  he^observed,  that  if  a  pradpe  was  brought  against  a  tenant 
in  tail  in  possession,  and  a  stranger  in  an  adversary  action,  and 
a  recovery  v^as  had,  it  would  foe  good  ;  for- when  b.  praeipe  was 
brought  against  several  persons,  it  was  not  necessary  that  they 
all  should  be  tenants  of  the  freehold,  for  if  any  one  of  them  had 
the  freehold,  it  would  be  sufficient.  And  if  the  bringing  a 
praeipe  against  a  tenant  in  tail  and  a  stranger  would  not  vitiatd 
a  recovery,  neither  would  adjoint  vouchar ;  for  whea  the  vouchee 
comes  in  and  enters  into  the  warranty,  he  is  as  much  te'nant  iii 
law  to  the  writ,  as  if  the  praeipe  had  been  originally  brought 
against  him ;  and  so  the  caseof  a  stranger  being  vouched  jointly 
with  the  person  who  is  seised  of  the  estate,  did  not  differ  from 
the  case  of  a  stranger  being  made  tenant  to  the  writ  jointly  with 
the  persoawho  had  the  fireehold.  If  a  tenant  in  tail  conveyed 
the  freehold  to  a  third  person,  against  whom  a  pradpe  was 
brought,  and  he  vouched  a  stranger,  who  vouched  the  tenant  in 
tail,  and  the  tenant  in  tail  entered  into  the  warranty^  and 
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Touched  o?er  the  common  voachee ;  this  would  be  a  good  leco* 
very;  for  in  an  adversary  action^  if  the  tenant  to  the pradpe 
vouched  a  stranger  who  never  had  any  estate  in  the  land,  there 
was  no  remedy  for  it ;  the  demandant  could  not  counterplead 
the  voucher,  until  the  statute  of  Westminst.  1.  c.  40.,  which  was 
productive  of  great  inconvenience;  for  when  a  pracipe  was 
brought  against  the  tenant  of  the  land,  he  might  vouch  a 
stranger,  and  that  stranger  might  vouch  another  stranger,  and 
so  on  in  infinitum ;  and  therefore  the  statute  gave  the  counter^ 
plea,  that  neither  the  vouchee,  nor  any  of  his  ancestors  were  ever 
seised  of  the  lands  in  question,  by  which  they  might  have  en- 
feoffed the  tenant  or  his  ancestors ;  but  with  this  exception,  an* 
less  the  warrantor  were  present,  and  would  gratit  enter  into  the 
warranty.    If  a  stranger  be  a  good  vouchee,  he  becomes  a  good 
tenant  to  the  writ,  and  a  release  to  him  by  the  demandant  after 
be  has  entered  into  the  warranty  is  good,  and  the  vouchee  may 
plead  it  after  the  last  continuance ;  for  it  is  as  valid  as  if  it  had 
been  made  to  the  tenant  himself.    Nor  is  it  material  whether 
there  was  any  real  warranty  between  the  tenant  and  the  vouchee, 
when  it  is  once  admitted  upon  record,  for  it  is  then  the  same  a& 
if  there  really  had  been  a  warranty*    The  principal  difficulty  in 
the  case  was,  because  the  recovery  in  value  was  not  proportion- 
able to  the  loss,  for  by  the  joint  voucher,  the  recovery  in  value 
must  be  joint,  whereas  the  vouchees  were  tenants  in  tail  of  the 
whole,  the  one  in  possession,  the  other  in  remainder ;  and  thia 
would  be  a  great  objection,  if  the  case  were  considered  upon  the 
foot  of  the  estoppel,  for  the  tenant  in  tail  will  be  estopped  during 
his  life  from  claiming  more  than  a  moiety  of  the  recompense  ia 
value,  but  after  his  death  the  issue  in  tail  will  not  be  estopped^ 
but  may  say  that  the  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  had  no  estate 
in  possession  in  the  land,  so  the  recompense  in  value  will  go  to 
him  only.    And  there  is  no  difference  between  this  case  and  that 
nte,8.2.      of  Eare  t>.  Snowe,  in  Plowden,  614,  where  the  husband  was 
tenant  in  tail  of  lands,  and  a  priecipe  being  brought  against  him 
and  his  wife,  they  vouched  over  the  common  vouchee,  and  the 
recovery  was  held  to  be  good ;  though  it  was  objected  that  the 
recompense  in  value,  which  was  the  cause  of  the  bar,  should,  if 
the  wife  survived,  go  to  her,  and  therefore  the  issue  in  tail  was 
not  barred.     But  it  was  held,  that  the  issue  in  tail  should  not  be 
bound  by  any  estoppel  which  his  father  admitted,  by  joining  in 
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Ibe  voucher  with  his  wife,  but  might  say  that  his  father  was 

sole  tenant  in  tail,  and  the  wife  had  lost  nothing;  and  he  being  l  Prest^Con. 

the  person  who  had  lost  the  whole^  should  have  the  whole  re- 

.compense. 

There  was  a  case  in  Trin.  1657,  Rot.  179  or  180,  between 
Murrell  and  Osborn  (of  which  his  Lordship  said  he  had  a  report 
in  the  hand-writing  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Bridgman)  where,  in 
a  forniedon,  the  tenant  in  tail  pleaded  in  bar  a  common  recovery 
on  B.pracipe  against  the  grantee  of  tenant  iii  tail,  in  which  the 
tenant  in  tail  and  a  stranger  were  jointly  vouched,  and  vouched 
over  the  common  vouchee ;  and  it  was  resolved  that  the  recovery 
was  good.    And  there  was  also  a  case  23  Hen.  VIIL  Brooke's 
Ab.  tit.  Recoveries  in  Value,  27,  where  a  woman  was  tenant  in 
tail)  and  a  pnedpe  being  brought  against  her  and  her  husband, 
they  vouched  over  the  common  vouchee  ;  and  the  recovery  was 
held  good,  though  the  husband  survived,  because  the  recompense 
went  in  the  same  manner  as  the  land  recovered  would  have  gone. 
This  case  was  full  in  point,  for  the  husband  was  as  much  a 
stranger  to  the  wife's  estate  tail  as  any  other  person ;  and  so  in 
Eare  and  Snowe  was  the  wife  to  the  husband;  the  only  difference 
being,  that  in  the  case  in  Brooke,  the  husband  must  have  been 
named^  whereas  in  that  of  £are  and  Snowe,  the  wife  need  not. 
His  Lordship  concluded  with  citing  the  case  in  1  Inst.  376.  a.  Doe  v.  Nelson* 
and  6.,  where  it  is  laid  down,  that  if  the  heir  at  common  law  and  Feame*!  ^ 
the  heir  in  borough  english  were  jointly  vouched,  and  vouched  Opinions,  338. 
over  the  common  vouchee,  the  heir  in  borough  english  would 
have   the  whole   recompense  in  value,  because  it  was  he  who 
sustained   the  loss;  and  so  of  heirs  in  gavelkind.    Judgment 
was  given  that  the  recovery  barred  the  estate  tail. 

26.  Where  two  persons  were  seised  as  joint  tenants  for  Ufe,  i  lut.  185  a. 
with  a  remainder  in  tail  to  one  of  them,  the  person  who  had  the 
remainder  in  tail  might  suffer  a  common  recovery,  which  would 
bar  his  moiety  of  the  estate  for  life,  and  also  a  moiety  of  his 
estate  tail :  for  the  recovery  severed  the  jointure. 

26.  Thus,  where  a  gift  was  made  to  Lionel  Morris  and  Ann  Maiqnis  of 
Miles,  of  the  manor  of  M.,  to  hold  to  the  said  Lionel  and  Ann,  ^^3^ep!i. 
and  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said  Lionel,  remainder  over ; 
a  writ  of  entry  was  brought  against  the  said  Lionel,  who  vouched 
over  the  common  vouchee,  and  judgment  was  given,  and  execu- 
tion had,  according  to  the  usual  form  of  common  recoveries.     It 
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was  unanimously  resolved,  that  although  Ann  Miles  was  jointljr 
seised  with  the  said  Lionel  for  her  life,  so  that  as  well  Lionel  oa 
the  vouchee  might  have  abated  the  writ ;  yet  when  the  vouchee, 
without  demand  of  any  lien,  entered  generally  into  the  warranty, 
and  thereby  admitted  the  writ  good,  and  Lionel  recovered  in 
value  against  the  vouchee,  who  entered,  aocording  to  the  estate 
of  the  person  who  vouched ;  therefore,  as  to  one  moiety,  the  re* 
covery  was  a  good  bar  to  the  estate  tail,  and.  to  the  remainder 
over,  because  the  jointure  was  severed ;  but  as  to  the  other  moiety, 
whereof  Ann  Miles  was  tenant  for  life,  the  recovery  was  no  bar 
either  to  the  estate  tail  which  Lionel  had,  expectant  on  the 
estate  for  life  of  Ann  Miles,  or  to  the  remainder,  because  for  this 
moiety  Lionel  was  not  tenant  to  the  pracipe. 

27.  It  has  been  stated  in  a  former  title,  that  husband  and  wife 
being  considered,  in  law,  as  one  person,  if  an  estate  be  limited  to 
them  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  or  to  them  and  their  heirs, 
they  do  not  take  by  moieties,  but  are  seised  of  one  entire  estate, 
and  the  husband  alone  takes  nothing;  not  the  whole  estate,  be- 
cause the  wife  has  a  joint  estate  with  him  in  possession ;  nor  an 
undivided  moiety  of  the  estate,  because  there  are  no  moieties  be- 
tween husband  and  wife  :  so  that  if  the  husband  alone  suffered 
a  common  recovery  of  an  estate  of  this  kind,  it  would  be  no  bar 
either  to  a  moiety,  or  to  the  whole. 

28.  Thus,  where  lands  were  rendered  by  fine  to  husband  and 
wife  for  life,  and  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  husband ;  a 
pracipe  was  brought  against  the  husband,  who  suffered  a  com-* 
mon  recovery,  with  voucher  over  of  the  common  vouchee,  the 
wife  being  then  alive.  It  was  resolved,  that  this  recovery,  suf- 
fered by  the  husband  only,  should  not  bind  the  remainders,  be- 
cause there  are  no  moieties  between  husband  and  wife,  and  the 
husband  has  no  power  to  sever  the  joint  tenancy,  or  to  dispose  of 
the  land,  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  he  not  being  seised  by  force 
of  the  entail ;  and  although  the  husband  survived  the  wife,  yet 
that  was  not  material,  because  the  law  considered  the  case  as  it 
was  at  the  time  of  the  recovery. 

29.  So,  where  it  was  found  that  the  grandfather  covenanted 
to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his  wife  for  their  lives, 
with  remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  said  grandfather,  on  the 
body  of  the  said  wife  begotten,  remainder  over  ;  the  grand&ther 
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suflbred  aoommon  recovery  and  died,  his  wife  having* survived 
bim.  To  support  this  recovery,  it  was  contended,  that  the  case  of 
Owen  t;.  Morgan  was  not  law  ;  for  if  baron  and  feme  had  an  en«* 
tirety,  then  each  had  the  whole,  and  therefore  the  baron  might 
make  a  good  tenant  to  the  precipe  for  the  whole.  Pemberton 
contra,  that  case  was  never  questioned ;  the  wife's  estate  hinders 
the  entail  from  executing  in  the  baron ;  so  that  it  is  only  a  kind 
of  contingent  estate  after  the  death  of  the  wife ;  and  the  estate 
tail  cannot  be  tacked  to  the  estate  for  life  of  the  husband,  during 
the  life  of  the  wife,  because  during  her  life  there  is  an  inter- 
vening estate.  It  was  therefore  adjudged,  that  the  recovery 
was  void. 

30.  A  common  recovery  duly  suffered  is  not  only  a  good  bar  with  all  re< 
to  an  estate  tail,  but  is  also  a  bar  to  all  remainders,  and  to  the  ^e  reT(mioD. 
reversion  dependent  on  such  estate  tail ;  and  also  to  all  charges 

and  incumbrances  created  by  the  persons  in  remainder  and  re* 
version. 

31.  Thus,  where  William  Capel,  being  tenant  in  tail,  remain-  Capei'scase. 
der  in  tail  to  Richard  Capel,  Richard  Capel  granted  a  rent-charge  ^.     ^    * 
of  60/.  per  annum  to  his  son ;  afterwards  William  Capel  levied  a 

fine  of  his  estate  tail  to  two  persons,  against  whom  a  praecipe 
was  brought,  who  vouched  William  Capel,  and  he  vouched  over 
the  common  vouchee,  by  which  means  a  recovery  was  suffered 
of  the  lands.  William  Capel  died  without  issue,  and  the  ques- 
tion was.  Whether  this  rent-charge,  granted  by  the  remainder- 
man, was  barred  by  the  recovery  ?  It  was  resolved  by  all  the 
Judges,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  this  rent-charge  was 
well  barred,  and  that  a  common  recovery,  duly  suffered  by  a  te« 
nant  in  tail,  should  not  only  bind  the  remainder,  and  all  leases, 
charges,  and  incumbrances  granted  or  made  by  the  person  in  re^ 
mainder,  but  also  the  reversion,  and  all  leases,  charges,  and  in- 
cumbrances granted  or  made  by  the  person  in  reversion ;  and 
that  there  was  no  difference  between  a  reversion  and  a  remainder, 
expectant  upon  an  estate  tail,  in  that  respect. 

32.  So  where  A.  was  tenant  in  tail,  remainder  to  B.  in  fee,  cholmeley't 
B.  granted  his  remainder  to  a  stranger  for  life,  with  remainder  to  caM,2Rep.5  . 
the  Queen  in  fee,  upon  condition.    A.  the  tenant  in  tail  suffered 
a  common  recovery ;  and  the  question  was.  Whether  the  reco- 
very barred  the  estate  for  life,  and  the  remainder  upon  condition 
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to  the  Queen?  It  was  resolved,  that  the  recovery  not  onljr 
barred  the  estate  tail  of  A.«  but  also  the  estate  for  life  in  re- 
mainder ;  and  that  the  remainder  in  fee  limited  to  the  Queen  was 
void. 

Hudson  V.  Ben-      33.  Rowland  Morley  being  seised  in  fee,  made  a  feoffment  to 

2  Lev.  28.  Sir  the  use  of  himself^  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  remainder  in 
7*  2  6.  ^*|  ^^  several  other  persons,  with  a  proviso,  that  if  Rowland  and 
Edward  his  son  and  Lady  Elizabeth  Morley  should  happen  to 
die,  and  there  should  be  no  issue  male  of  Rowland,  that  then 
Ann  Morley  should  have  a  rent-charge  out  of  those  lands  of 
200/.  a  year,  until  she  received  the  sum  of  2000/.  Edward  Mor- 
*  ley,  the  last  issue  male  of  Rowland  Morley,  made  a  lease  for 
1000  years,  and  afterwards  levied  a  fine  and  suffered  a  recovery, 
and  died  without  issue.  The  question  was,  Whether  the  rent- 
charge  of  200/.  a  year,  limited  to  Ann  Morley,  was  barred  by 
this  recovery?  It  was  argued,  that  the  rent-charge  was  only  a 
contingent  use,  which  was  not  tit  esse  when  the  recovery  was  suf- 
fered :  80  that  the  recompense  in  value  could  never  extend  to  it, 
and  therefore. that  it  ought  not  to  be  barred.  As  to  Capel's 
case,  it  was  observed,  that  the  rent  was  barred,  because  it  issued 
out  of  the  remainder  in  tail,  which  was  barred  by  the  recovery. 
But  it  was  resolved,  that  the  rent-charge  was  barred  by  the  re- 
covery, because  all  the  estates  charged  with  the  rent  were  barred ; 
and  that  CapePs  case  ruled  the  present  case  ;  for  in  that  case  all 
the  objections  were  made  which  arose  in  the  present  case.  And 
Sir  Matthew  Hale  observed,  that  about  the  9  Eliz.  it  was  doubted 
whether,  if  a  remainder  for  years  were  limited  after  an  estate  tail, 
it  could  be  barred  by  a  recovery  suffered  of  the  estate  tail;  be- 
cause the  lease  for  years  being  only  a  chattel,  no  recompense  in 
value  could  go  to  it ;  but  it  was  now  universally  allowed,  that 
such  a  lease  was  barred  by  a  recovery. 

1  Mod.  111.  34.  If  lands  were  given  in  tail,  determinable  on  the  donor's 

payment  of  1,000/.  with  a  remainder  over ;  and  before  the  day 
of  payment  the  tenant  in  tail  suffered  a  common  recovery ;  the 
right  of  the  donor  to  the  1,000/.  and  also  the  remainder  over, 
would  be  well  barred. 

Lit.  s.  649.  35.  If  a  tenant  in  tail  was  disseised,  and  released  to  the  dia- 

1  Rep.  135  b.  .  ,  .,  '  •        ,  1  .  -m 

seisor,  the  estate  tail  was  m  abeyance ;  yet  the  tenant  m  tail 
might  suffer  a  common  recovery ;  which  would  bar  the  estate 
tail,  the  remainders,  and  the  reversion. 
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36.  If  a  tenant  in  tail  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations^  and  Herbert «. 
afterwards  suffered  a  common  recovery  [with  double  voucher ;]  ^  r^j^  r.  223. 
although  the  estate  tail  was  destroyed  by  the  fine,  yet  still  the  g^jt'^^* 
recovery  would  bar  the  remainders  and  reversion  depending  on  Lever^ 

the  estate  tail.  The  reason  usually  given  for  this  determination  lafn!^  g'.  45^ 
is,  that  when  the  tenant  in  tail  is  vouched,  and  comes  in  upon 
the  voucher,  he  comes  in  of  all  the  estates  that  were  ever  in  him ; 
and  as  the  estate  tail  was  once  in  him,  it  is  therefore  barred. 
Serjeant  Roll  says,  the  reason  of  the  determination  is,  because  a  2  Roll.  Ab. 
common  recovery  is  a  common  assurance.  It  has  also  been  said 
that  the  tenant  in  tail,  after  levying  a  fine,  had  still  a  scintilla 
juris  in  him,  which  enabled  him  to  bar  the  remainders. 

37.  In  the  case  of  a  tenant  in  tail  levying  a  fine,  and  then 
dying,  leaving  issue ;  it  was  generally  understood  that  such  issue 
could,  by  suffering  a  common  recovery,  bar  the  remainders  and 
reversion  depending  on  the  estate  tail.  No  case  of  this  kind  has 
however,  I  believe,  ever  been  judicially  determined ;  but  it  is 
presumed  that  if  such  a  case  should  arise,  the  Judges  would  de-  2  Atk.  201. 
lermine,  that  the  remainders  depending  on  such  an  estate  were  4^*^**.  ^* 
barred  by  a  common  recovery,  in  which  the  issue  in  tail  was 
vouched  ;  for  otherwise  such  remainders  and  reversion  must  con- 
tinue to  subsist  as  a  future  estate  or  interest,  to  take  effect  in 
possession  upon  the  remote  event  of  a  general  failure  of  issue  of 

the  tenant  in  tail ;  incapable  of  being  barred  or  destroyed  by  any 
means  whatever ;  this  would  be  a  perpetuity  to  a  greater  degree 
than  what  is  allowed  by  our  law,  or  should  be  permitted  in  any 
commercial  country. 

It  may  also  be  observed,  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail,  after  levying 
a  fine,  had  still  in  him  a  scifUilla  juris,  sufficient  to  enable  him 
to  suffer  a  common  recovery,  that  scintilla  juris  would  descend 
to  the  issue  in  tail,  and  therefore  they  would  be  as  well  enabled 
to  suffer  a  common  recovery  as  their  ancestor  was. 

38.  It  has  been  determined  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail  were  2  Roil.  Ab. 
attainted  of  treason,  and  afterwards  suffered  a  common  recovery,  ^5,218. 

it  would  bar  the  remainders,  or  reversion ;  because  a  person  1  Keb.  30. 398. 
attainted  is  not  capable  of  taking  any  thing  but  for  the  benefit 
of  the  King ;  and  consequently  the  recompense  in  value  must 
go  to  the  King ;  so  that  the  persons  in  remainder  and  the  rever- 
sioner could  have  no  benefit  from  it,  and  therefore  were  not  barred. 
Besides,  recoveries  being  common  assurances,  the  recovery  of  a 
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pjerson  attaiated  must  be  void,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other 
conveyance  of  his  would  have  been. 

Mr.  Pigot;  however,  seems  to  have  thought  that  there  was 
such  a  mntilla  juris  in  the  tenant  in  tail,  after  an  attainder,  that 
by  a  common  recovery  he  might  bar  his  issue,  the  remainders 
and  reversion;  for  if  the  King  should  pardon  the  party,  and 
restore  the  land,  he  might  bar  the  entail,  although  the  attainder 
remained  in  force. 

39.  An  equitable  or  trust  estate  tail,  and  all  equitable  re- 
mainders expectant  thereon,  and  also  the  equitable  reversions^ 
might  be  barred  by  a  common  recovery,  of  which  an  account 
will  be  given  in  the  next  chapter. 

40.  Estates  tail  of  the  gift  of  the  Crown  might  be  barred  by 
a  common  recovery,  unless  they  had  been  given  as  a  reward  for 
services;  but  it  appears  doubtful  whether  a  reversion  in  the 
Crown,  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  an  estate  tail,  ia 
barred  by  a  common  recovery. 

41.  We  have  seen  that  a  common  recovery  might  be  suffered 
of  a  rent-charge  issuing  out  of  land,  and  if  such  a  rent  were 
granted  in  tail,  with  a  remainder  over,  a  recovery  suffered  by.  the 
t^ant  in  tail  would  bar  the  entail,  and  also  the  remainder* 

42.  Thus,  where  a  person  devised  a  rent  of  60^  per  annum,  to 
be  issuing  out  of  land,  to  his  son  and  his  heirs;  and  if  the  said 
son  should  die  without  heirs  male  of  his  body,  then  he  devised  it 
over.  The  son  suffered  a  common  recovery  of  this  rent,  and 
died  without  issue  male. 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Bridgman  and  all  the  other  Judges  of  the  Court 
of  C.  P.  were  of  opinion,  that  the  recovery  was  good,  and  the 
I'emainder  well  barred.  This  judgment  was  affirmed  in  the 
Court  of  K.  B. 

43.  A  distinction  has,  however,  been  established  between  a 
grant  of  a  rent-charge  in  tail,  with  a  remainder  over  of  the  same 
rent-charge  in  fee,  and  a  grant  of  a  rent-charge  in  tail,  without 
any  subsequent  limitation  of  it  in  fee :  in  the  first  case,  the 
tenant  in  tail  acquired  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  rent-charge^ 
by  the  operation  of  the  common  recovery;  but  in  the  second,  he 
only  acquired  a  base  fee,  determinable  on  his  decease  and  failure 
of  issue. 

44.  It  has  been  stated  that  a  common  recovery  might  be 
suffered  with  single,  double,  or  treble  voucher;  and  Pigott, 
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p.  108.  says,  if  a  recovery  was  suflered  without  any  voucher,  as 
if  judgment  was  given  upon  default,  confession,  or  nient  dedire 
of  the  tenant,  it  did  not  bind  the  issue  in  tail ;  because  they  had 
DO  recompense,  and  were  not  estopped  by  their  fathe/s  judg- 
ment, as  they. claimed  paramount  the  estoppel,  j^er/ormniTi  doni; 
and  therefore  they  might  falsify  such  a  recovery. 

45.  A  recovery  with  single  voucher,  that  is,  where  the  prtscipe 
was  brought  against  the  tenant  in  tail  himself,  who  immediately 
vouched  over  the  common  vouchee,  was  a  good  bar  to  the  estate 
whereof  the  tenant  in  tail  was  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the 
recovery,  but  was  no  bar  to  any  other  estate.    A  recovery  with  Moor,  256. 
double  vouchee,  that  is,  where  the  tenant  in  tail  was  vouched,  lUcov.  19.  '30. 
and  vouched  over  the  common  vouchee,  was  a  good  bar,  not  J22'***'  ^^' 
only  to  the  estate  whereof  hQ  was  then  in  possession,  but  also  to 

all  other  estates  in  the  land  to  which  he  had  any  right,  although 
such  estates  were  divested  out  of  him  and  discontinued.    A  . 
recovery  with  treble  voucher  was  used  to  make  a  perpetual  bar  Id.  126. 
of  the  estate  whereof  the  tenant  to  the  praecipe,  was  seised,  and  Ratciiffe,  * 
also  of  every  estate  of  inheritance  which  had  ever  been  in  the  41^^^  ^^ 
first  or  second  vouchee,  or  their  ancestors ;  and  also  of  all  remain- 
ders and  reversions  depending  on  those  estates,  and  all  charges 
and   incumbrances  derived  out   of  those   remainders  and  re- 
versions. 

46.  The  reason  of  the  difference  between  a  recovery  with  Pigott,  109. 
single  and  a  recovery  with  double  voucher,  is,  that  in  a  recovery 

with  single  voucher,  if  a  tenant  was  not  seised  of  the  estate  tail 
at  the  time,  the  issue  in  tail  might,  after  the  death  of  the  an-^ 
cestor,  plead  nierU  tenant  tempore  brevis,  nee  unquam  postea,  and 
by  that  means  avoid  the  recovery ;  for  the  tenant  in  tail  not 
being  seised  of  the  estate  tail  at  the  time  of  the  recovery,  the 
recompense  in  value  could  only  go  in  lieu  of  the  estate 
whereof  he  was  then  seised,  and  not  in  lieu  of  the  estate  tail ;  so 
that  as  to  the  issue  in  tail,  it  only  operated  as  a  recovery  on  a 
false  title,  which  never  bound  them,  because  they  could  have  no 
recompense  in  value :  but  where  the  tenant  in  tail  came  in  upon 
the  voucher  of  the  tenant  to  the  pnedpe,  without  demanding 
the  lien  or  counterpleading  the  warranty,  he  then  came  in,  in 
privity  of  all  the  estates  he  ever  had,  though  the  precedent 
estate,  on  which  the  voucher  depended,  was  divested^  dis- 
continued, and  turned    to  a  right,  and   the  recompense  in 
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value  which  he  had,  or  possibly  might  have^  barred  the  issue 
in  tail. 

47.  If  therefore  a  tenant  in  tail  were  disseised,  or  discon- 
tinued the  estate  tail,  by  fine  or  feoffment^  and  took  back  an  estate 
to  himself  in  fee  or  in  tail,  and  then  suffered  a  common  recovery 
with  single  voucher,  it  would  not  bar  the  estate  tail. 

Ante,  I.?.  48.  Thus,  in  Taltarum's  case,  it  was  resolved,  that  the  issue 

in  tail  was  not  barred  by  the  recovery  of  his  ancestor,  because  it 
was  only  "with  single  voucher,  and  the  tenant  in  tail  was  not 
actually  seised  of  the  estate  tail  at  the  time  of  the  recovery. 

Lincoln  College  49.  So  if  there  were  tenant  for  life,  remainder  in  tail  to 
*  '  another  person  and  a  stranger  disseised  the  tenant  for  life,  and 
then  enfeoiFed  the  person  in  remainder,  against  whom  a  pracipe 
was  brought,  and  he  suffered  a  common  recovery,  this  would  not 
bind  the  remainder  in  tail,  because  the  tenant  in  tail  was  not 
seised  thereof  at  the  time  when  the  recovery  was  suffered,  but 
had  only  a  right  thereto ;  and  so  the  recompense  in  value  could 
not  extend  to  it. 

Feck  V.  Cban-        50.  Where  a  woman,  who  was  tenant  for  life,  married  the 

tM»l    Pro   Kliz. 

827.     *  remainder-man  in  tail,  and  they  joined  in  levying  a  fine,  sur  done, 

grant,  and  render,  whereby  the  lands  were  rendered  to  the  woman 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  husband  and  his  heirs ;  afterwards 
the  husband  and  wife  suffered  a  common  recovery,  with  single 
voucher,  to  the  use  of  the  husband  and  his  heirs.  It  was  re-> 
solved  that  this  recovery  was  no  bar,  because  the  person  who 
suffered  the  common  recovery  was  not  seised  of  the  estate  tail  at 
the  time,  but  of  an  estate  in  fee,  which  he  had  taken  back  by 
the  fine ;  so  that  the  recompense  in  value  went  to  the  new  estate 
in  fee,  and  not  to  the  old  estate  tail. 

Freshwater  V.         61.  In  the  same  manner,  where  tenant  in  tail,  with  remainder 

Roil,  Yd?.  51.  . 

over,  covenanted  to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his 
heirs,  until  the  marriage  of  his  son,  then  to  the  use  of  himself 
for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  son  and  the  heirs  of  his  body; 
then  suffered  a  common  recovery  with  single  voucher,  and  died 
without  issue ;  it  was  adjudged,  that  the  recovery  did  not  bar 
the  remainder  expectant  on  the  estate  tail,  because  the  covenant 
to  stand  seised  had  changed  the  estate  tail  into  an  estate  in  fee ; 
so  that  the  person  who  suffered  the  recovery  was  not  seised  of 
the  estate  tail  at  the  time. 
52.  Where  a  person  was  tenant  for  life,  with  an  intervening 
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estate  of  freehold  to  trustees,  for  pvesierving  contingent  remain- 
ders to  his  sons  and  daughters^  and  an  unexecuted  remainder  in 
tail  to  himself,  remainder  over ;  a  recovery  with  single  voucher 
would  not  bar  the  remainders. 

53.  Thus,  where  Charles  Meredy  th,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  Meredyth  v. 
lands  in  question,  and  having  one  son,  Henry,  by  a  former  wife,  6  Brown  Pari, 
previous  to  his  marriage  with  his  second  wife  Judith  Savage,  by  ^^  ^^' 
articles  in  consideration  of  the  then  intended  marriage,  which 
soon  after  took  effect,  and  of  1,000/.  marriage  portion,  and  of  his 
natural  affection  for  his  son  Henry,  covenanted  to  stand  seised 
of  the  said  premises,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  and  after  his 
decease  to  the  use  of  Judith  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  to 
the  use  of  his  son  Henry  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees  to  sup- 
port contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons 
of  Henry  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  his  daughters  in  tail,  re- 
mainder to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  Henrj/y  remainder  over.  By 
indenture  tripartite^  between  the  said  Charles  Meredyth,  and 
Henry  Meredyth,  his  eldest  son  and  heir  apparent,  of  the  first 
part;  Philip  Savage  and  Henry  Luther,  of  the  second  part;  and 
H.Wybrants,  of  the  third  part;  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  per- 
formance of  the  said  articles  they  the  said  Charles  and  Henry 
covenanted,  that  Charles,  and  Judith  his  wife,  and  Henry,  would, 
before  the  end  of  Michaelmas  term  then  next,  levy  a  fine  and 
sofier  a  recovery  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the  said  articles,  to 
the  use  of  Charles  Meredyth  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  th^n 
as  to  a  certain  part  of  the  said  lands  to  Judith  Meredyth  for  life, 
for  her  jointure,  remainder,  after  the  death  of  Charles  and  Judith, 
to  Henry  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  Henry  in 
tail  male,  remainder  to  his  daughters  in  tail,  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  Henry,  remainder  over.  After  the  death  of 
Charles  Meredyth,  his  son  Henry  entered  upon  the  lands  com- 
prised in  the  articles  and  settlement,  and  suffered  a  recovery 
with  single  voucher,  the  writ  of  entry  being  brought  against 
himself  as  tenant  of  the  freehold,  who  vouched  over  the  common 
vouchee.  One  of  the  questions  in  this  case  was.  Whether  this 
recovery  suffered  by  Henry  barred  the  estate  tail  of  Henry,  and 
the  remainders  over  ?  The  House  of  Lords  directed  the  Judges 
to  deliver  their  opinion  upon  the.  following  question :  ''  A.  tenant 
for  life,  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders. 
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cemainder  to  his  first  and  every  other  son  in  tail  male,  remainder 
to  his  daughters  in  tail  general*  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his 
bodyi  with  remainders  over.  A.  suffers  a  recovery  with  single 
voucher,  being  himself  tenant  to  the  writ.  Whether  this  reco- 
very is  good  to  bar  the  remainders  expectant  upon  the  estate  tail 
of  A.  V  Whereupon  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  having  conferred  with  the  Judges  present,  deli- 
vered their  unanimous  opinion,  That  the  recovery  with  single 
voucher  did  not  bar  the  remaindere  over.  And  the  House  of 
Lords  decreed  accordingly. 

54.  In  the  preceding  cases,  if  the  recoveries  had  been  suffered 
with  double  voucher,  they  would  have  been  a  good  bar ;  because, 
as  the  tenant  in. tail  would  then  have  come  in  upon  the  voucher, 
he  would  have  been  barred  of  all  the  estates  and  interests  which 
were  ever  in  him. 

65.  We  have  before  seen,  that  where  an  estate  was  given  to  a 
husband  and  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  with  a  remain- 
der to  the  husband  in  tail,  a  i-ecovery  suffered  by  the  husband 
alone  would  not  bar  his  remainder;  because,  there  being  no 
moieties  between  husband  and  wife,  the  husband  was  not  seised 
of  the  estate  tail  during  the  life  of  his  wife.  But,  if  in  a  case  of 
this  kind,  the  husband  suffered  a  recovery  with  double  voucher, 
it  would  be  a  good  bar  of  the  husband's  remainder ;  because 
when  he  came  in  as  a  vouchee,  he  came  in  of  all  the  estates  that 
were  in  him. 

.  56.  Thus,  where  A.  and  his  wife  were  seised  of  the  manor  of 
B.  to  them  and  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  said  A.  The 
husband  levied  a  fine,  and  a  writ  of  entry  was  brought  against 
the  cognizee  of  the  fine,  who  vouched  the  husband,  and  he 
vouched  over  the  common  vouchee,  and  judgment  was  given  in 
the  usual  manner.  The  question  was,  Whether  the  remainder 
was  well  barred  by  this  recovery,  the  wife  not  being  vouched  ? 
And  it  was  resolved,  that  the  recovery  should  bar  the  remainder ; 
for  although  the  husband  alone  was  vouched,  and  not  his  wife, 
who  had  a  joint  estate  with  him,  yet  the  husband  coming  in  as 
a  vouchee,  the  recovery  barred  all  the  estates  which  were  ever  in 
him. 

67.  So,  where  A.  was  seised  of  a  manor  to  him  and  his  wife, 
and  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  husband.  A.  bargained 
and  sold  the  manor  to  a  stranger,  who  suffered  a  common  reco- 
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▼ery,  in  which  A.  was  Touched,  who  vouched  over  the  commoa 
vouchee.  It  was  adjudged,  that  although  A.  alone  was  vouched,, 
and  not  his  wife,  yet  that  the  estate  tail  was  barred,  for  the  rea- 
sons given  in  the  last  case* 

68.  In  the  same  manner  where  A^,  who  was  seised  in  fee  of  Hollet  v. 
the  lands  in  question,  upon  the  marriage  of  his  son  D.  cove*  3  Ley.  io7. 
nanted  to  stand  seised,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder 

to  the  said  D.  and  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodiea, 
remainder  to  D.  and  tlie  heirs  male  of  his  body,  with  several  re- 
mainders over*  A«  died,  and  D.  suffered  a  common  recovery 
with  double  voucher,  in  which  he  alone  was  vouched*  and 
vouched  over  the  common  vouchee :  the  wife  died»  and  after- 
wards D^  died  without  issue*  It  was  agreed,  L  That  this  set- 
tlement being  made  before  ma:^iage»  when  the  husband  and 
wife  took  by  moieties,  and  not  by  entireties,  the  husband  had  an 
absolute  power  over  his  own  moiety,  and  therefore,  as  to  the 
husband's  moiety,  the  recovery  was  a  good  bar  :  in  which  this 
case  differs  from  that  of  Owen  v.  Morgan,  where  the  settlement 
being  made  after  the  marriage,  the  husband  and  wife  took  by 
entireties.  >  II.  That  this  recovery  was  no  bar  to  the  moiety  of 
the  wife,  because  she  was  not  vouched.  III.  That  the  estate 
tail,  which  was  limited  to  D.  and  his  wife  and  the  heirs  male  of 
their  bodies,  being  determined,  the  remainder  to  D.  in  tail  male 
general,  and  all  the  other  remainders  depending  thereon,  were 
absolutely  barred  by  the  recovery ;  for  when  D.  was  vouched, 
and  vouched  over,  he  came  in  of  all  the  estates  he  had,  and 
consequently  the  remainder  in  tail  male  to  himself,  and  all  the 
remainders  depending  on  it,  were  well  barred. 

69.  Edward  Moody,  tenant  in  tail  under  his  father's  will,  with  Moody  v. 

a  contingent  remainder  in  fee  to  himself,  being  about  to  marry^  Amb.^R.649. 

in  1709  conveyed,  by  way  of  immediate  use,  to  the  use  of  hiniT* 

self  and  his  intended  wife  for  their  lives,  with  remainder  to  the 

heirs  of  their  bodies,  remainder  to  himself  and  his  wife  in  fee.     • 

Edward  Moody  afterwards  made  his  vnll,  and  devised  part  of 

his  estate,  of  which  he  had  suffered  a  recovery,  to  his  younger 

son,  after  the  death  of  his  wife*    The  wife  died,  and  the  eldest 

son  set  up  a  title  to  the  estate.    The  bill  was  brought  by  the 

younger  son.    It  was  argued  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  conveyr 

ance  being  before  marriage,  the  husband  and  wife  were  entitled 

in  moieties,  and  in  that  respect  differed  from  the  case  of  a  conr 
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'veyance  to.  husband  and  wife  after  the  marriage  ;  and  that  the 

recovery  in  which  only  the  husband  was  vouched  barred  a  moiety 

Ante,  1. 66.       of  the  estate.    This  was  said  to  be  doubted  in  Cuppledike's  case, 

but  was  settled  in  Hollet  and  Sanders. — It  was  argued  for  the 
defendant,  I.  That  there  being  a  covenant  in  the  settlement  to 
do  all  further  acts  by  fine,  recovery,  Sec,  the  recovery  suffered 
by  Edward  Moody  was  to  be  considered  as  an  act  done,  not  in 
destruction,  but  in  confirmation  of  the  settlement.  II.  That  the 
husband  and  wife  were  seised  of  an  entire  estate,  which,  accord- 
ing to  Lord  Coke»  is  inseparable ;  and  therefore  the  recovery,  in 
which  the  husband  alone  was  vouched,  was  void  in  toto.  In 
reply  it  was  said,  as  to  the  first  question,  that  Edward  Moody 
being  seised  of  two  estates  tail,  the  recovery  barred  both,  and  as 
to  the  second,  the  distinction  was  relied  on  between  a  joint  estate 
given  to  the  husband  and  wife  before  marriage,  and  a  joint  estate 
given  to  them  after  marriage ;  the  former  is  severable,  the  latter 
not.  Lord  Camden  (Chancellor),  after  taking  time,  from  the 
24th  January  to  the  30th  May,  for  consideration,  gave  his  opi^- 
nion,  I.  That  the  recovery  was  a  confirmation  of  the  settlement 
and  not  a  destruction  of  it,  being  to  be  considered  as  a  bar  of  the 
old  entail  only.  This  was  a  slight  question,  and  deserved  little 
notice:  where  tenant  in  tail  is  vouched,  he  comes  in  of  every 
estate  he  has :  if  it  had  been  his  intention  only  to  have  barred 
the  old  entail,  he  would  have  declared  so.  2d  question,  which 
is  the  only  one  that  deserves  serious  consideration,  is  as  to  the 
operation  of  the  recovery.  In  general,  a  fine  or  recovery  by  one 
joint  tenant  only,  severs  the  joint  tenancy,  and  operates  on  a 
moiety.  Co.  Lit.  187.  makes  the  distinction  between  a  joint 
estate  given  to  the  husband  and  wife  during  the  marriage,  and  a 
joint  estate  to  them  before  marriage.  In  the  former  case  their 
interest  is  not  severable,  in  the  latter  case  they  take  in  moieties. 
The  doubt  in  Cuppledike*s  case  arose  on  a  joint  estate  during 
marriage ;  and  1  Leon.  270.  is  mistaken  as  to  Lord  Coke's 
doubt,  for  the  case  of  a  joint  estate  before  marriage  is  not  men- 
tioned in  Cuppledike's  case.  The  question  seems  to  have  been 
determined  in  Simmond's  case,  Moore  92;  the  only  doubt  is, 
whether  the  husband  and  wife  can  hold  moieties ;  and  in  that 
case  all  the  Judges  held,  there  were  several  estates  tail  between 
husband  and  wife.  It  follows  that  the  recovery  in  this  case  is  a 
severance  of  the  joint  estate,  and  passes  a  moiety. 
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60.  The  power  of  suffering  a  common  recovery  was  one  of  The  yowtr  of 
those  privileges  which  was  inseparably  incident  to  an  estate  tail,  covery  could 
It  was  a  potestas  alknandiy  which  was  not  prohibited  by  the  °^^7 
statute  De  Donis,  and  therefore  could  not  be  restrained  by  any  i  in«*-  223. 

,...,..,  ,  1  Burr.  R.  84. 

condition,  limitationy  proviso,  or  covenant  whatever. 

61.  Thus,  where  C.  Corbet  covenanted  to  stand  seise(l  of  Corbet's  case, 
lands  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  Rl  Miidmay'scase, 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his   body,  with  divers  remainders  over.  ^  ^P'  ^' 
Provided  that  if  R.  or  any  of  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  should 

attempt  or  procure  any  act,  or  thing,  by  which  any  estate  tail  so 
limited  should  be  undone,  barred,  or  determined,  that  then  the 
uses  and  estates  to  him  limited,  who  should  so  do  &c.  should 
cease,  only  in  respect  to  such  person  so  attempting,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  such  person  so  attempting,  &c.  were  naturally 
dead ;  and  that  then  immediately  in  all  such  cases,  the  uses  of 
such  lands  should  be  to  such  persons,  for  such  and  the  like 
estate,  and  in  the  same  manner  and  form,  and  with  such  re- 
mainders  over,  and  under  such  limitations  and  restrictions,  &c. 
as  if  such  persons  so  attempting,  &c.  were  naturally  dead. 
Afterwards  Corbet  died,  and  R.  the  first  tenant  in  tail  suffered  a 
common  recovery  to  his  own  use.  The  person  next  in  remainder 
entered ;  and  upon  the  question,  whether  such  entry  was  lawful 
or  not,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  unanimously  agreed,  that 
this  proviso  to  cease  an  estate  limited  to  one,  and  the  heirs  male 
of  his  body,  as  if  the  tenant  in  tail  were  dead,  was  repugnant, 
impossible,  and  against  law.  For  the  death  of  tenant  in  tail  was 
not  a  cesser  of  the  estate  tail,  but  the  death  of  tenant  in  tail, 
without  issue  of  his  body,  was  the  determination  thereof. 

62.  So  where  lands  were  devised  to  several  daughters  succes-  Mary  Porting- 
sively  in  tail,  with  ^l  proviso,  that  if  any  of  them  should  conclude  lo  Re^37. 
and  agree  to  or  for  the  doing  or  execution  of  any  act,  8cc. 
whereby  the  lands:  entailed,  &c.  or  any  estate  or  remainder 

thereof  should  by  any  way  or  means  be  discontinued  or  aliened, 
or  should  do  any  act  or  thing  whereby  the  lands  might  not  de- 
scend, remain  or  come  as  limited  by  the  will^  that  then  the  person 
80  concluding  and  agreeing  to  or  for  the  doing  and  execution  of 
any  such  act,  &c«  should  immediately  after  such  conclusion  and 
agreement,  &c.  lose  and  forfeit  such  estate  and  benefit  as  she 
and  they  might  claim,  in  such  manner  as  if  she  or  they  had 
never  been  named  in  the  will,  and  thenceforth  the  estate  and  estates 
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limited  to  her  or  tbem  should  utterly  ceasei  as  fully  to  all  intenta 
and  purposes  as  if  she  or  they  were  dead,  without  heir$  of  their 
bodies.  The  first  tenant  in  tail  concluded,  and  agreed  to  suffer  a 
common  recovery,  and  suffered  one  accordingly ;  the  next  in  re- 
mainder claimed  the  estate  as  forfeited ;  and  contended,  that  if 
the  donor  could  not  restrain  the  recovery  after  it  was  suffered, 
because  thereby  the  remainder  was  barred,  yet  he  might  restrain 
the  conclusion  and  agreement  to  suffer  it,  to  prevent  the  bar  by 
the  recovery.  But  it  was  adjudged,  that  tenant  in  tail  oould 
not  be  restrained  by  any  condition  or  limitetion  from  suffering  a 
recovery ;  and  that  it  was  absurd  to  say  that  the  recovery  itself 
could  not  be  prohibited  by  any  condition  or  limitation,  and  yet 
that  the  conclusion  or  agreement  to  suffer  it  might  be  prohibited; 
and  it  was  also  laid  down  in  the  argumente  in  the  same  case,  that 
the  levying  a  fine  within  statutes  4  Hen.  7.  c.  24.  and  32  Hen.  8. 
c  36.  to  bar  the  issue,  was  of  the  number  of  those  incidente  to 
.  an  estate  tail  which  could  not  be  restrained  by  condition. 

63.  Although  a  condition  that  tenant  in  tail  should  not  suffer 

a  recovery  was  void,  yet  it  appears  to  have  been  held  by  Lord 

Cowper,  that  a  covenant  not  to  suffer  a  common  recovery  would 

bind  the  assets  of  the  covenantor. 

Collini  V.  64.  Thus,  where  a  person,  in  consideration  of  marriage,  settled 

rp?W^s.  104.  ^^^^  upon  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  his  intended  wife  for 

2  Vera.  635.      ]ify,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  on  his  wife  to  be  begot-*> 

fen,  remainder  to  his  own  right  heirs,  and  covenanted  with  the 

trustees,  that  he  would  not  suffer  any  recovery  to  bar  the  limita* 

tions  in  the  settlement.    The  husband  suffered  a  recovery  of 

Vide  2  Vem.     these  lands  to  the  use    of  himself  and  his  heirs.     The  Lord 
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King  0.  *  Chancellor  was  of  opinion,  that  the  covenant  did  not  bind  the 

Tiu^se"'  9       ^^^^  so  as  to  defeat  the  recovery.     But  U  being  pressed,  that 
t.  36.  they  might  be  at  liberty  to  sue  the  executor,  and  recover  out  of 

the  personal  assets,  an  issue  was  directed  to  try  what  the  vrife 

and  the  issue  of  the  marriage  were  damnified  by  the  breach  of 

this  covenant. 
An  heir  in  tail  66.  Where  an  heir  in  tail  is  disinherited  by  a  common  reco- 
««J  titte  ^^'  ^^^>  *^^  seeks  for  relief  in  a  court  of  equity,  the  recovery, 
2P  w'*^*  177  *^8®*'^®''  ^**^  ^^®  deeds  for  tnaking  a  tenant  to  the  pnedpej  witt 
Bettiaon  v.  be  directed  to  be  brought  before  a  Master,  that  the  person  thus 
3p!vf^?363.  barred  may  have  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  them,  and  of 

seeing  whether  any  thing  can  be  discovered  for  his  advantage   . 
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Section  I. 

A  COMMON  recovery  differed  very  much  in  its  operation  from  a 
fine,  for  it  had  not  the  effect  of  establishing  an  undoubted  title 
after  a  certain  number  of  years.  A  fine  was  originally  introduced 
into  our  law  as  a  public  and  solemn  mode  of  alienation,  and  its 
force  and  effect  in  barring  entails  arose  from  two  statutes,  made 
some  centuries  after.  A  common  recovery  was  first  introduced, 
for  the  purpose  of  barring  entails  only,  and  therefore  had  not  so 
extensive  and  powerful  an  effect  as  a  fine.  But  in  consequence 
of  the  principle,  that  the  recoveror  acquired  a  new  estate  in  fee 
simple,  it  followed  that  a  common  recovery  had  several  other 
effects,  besides  that  of  barring  entails. 

2.  All  those  who  were  parties  to  a  recovery  were  bound  by  it,  Pairties. 
because,  being  a  matter  of  record,  they  were  estopped  from  aver^ 

ring  any  thing  against  it ;  except  in  the  case  of  infants,  and  in  l^^»  «•  9. 
that  only  where  the  recovery  was  reversed  in  the  minority  of  the  ^^^»  <^*  ^* 
infant. 

3.  Where  a  married  woman  joined  with  her  husband  in  suffer-  Married 
ing  a  common- recovery  of  her  own  estate,  she  would  be  bound  xh^dsl'c.  io« 
by  it  as  effectually,  and  for  the  same  reason,  as  if  she  bad  joined 

with  him  in  levying  a  fine. 

4.  Thus  it  was  held  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  that  where  a  married  inciedon  v. 
woman,  having  the  trust  of  a  term  in  her,  joined  her  hasbftnd  in  3^Aul!^a6. 
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suffering  a  common  recovery  of  the  lands  oat  of  which  the  term 
was  created,  she  was  thereby  barred  of  all  her  claim  to  it ;  for 
she  came  in  by  voucher,  in  privity  of  all  her  estate,  legal  and 
equitable. 

2  Inst  347.  5.  By  the  statute  Westm.  2.  c.  4.,  reciting,  that  where  a  hus- 

band was  impleaded  and  gave  up  the  land  demanded  to  his  ad- 
versary by  covin,  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  Justices 
should  award  the  wife  her  dower ;  but  that  where  the  land  was 
lost  by  default,  there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  :  it  was  therefore 
declared,  that  in  both  cases  the  widow  should  be  heard,  and  if  it 
was  alleged  against  her  that  her  husband  lost  the  land  by  judg- 
ment, and  it  was  found  that  it  was  by  default,  then  that  the  te- 
nant should  show  that  he  had  right,  and  if  he  could  show  that 
the  husband  had  no  right,  he  should  go  quit,  and  the  wife  recover 
nothing ;  but  if  he  could  not  show  that,  the  wife  should  recover 
her  dower. 

6.  It  follows  from  this  statute,  that  a  common  recovery,  suf- 
fered by  a  husband  alone,  will  not  bar  his  wife  of  dower;  and  it 
was  much  doubted  whether  a  woman  was  barred  of  dower  by 
joining  he#  husband  in  suffering  a  common  recovery ;  nor  was 
the  point  settled  till  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth. 

Ante,  c.  7.  7.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Eare  v.  Snowe,  it  was  said  that  the  wife 

2  Rep.  74  a.      ^^^  named  in  the  pnedpe  only  to  be  barred  of  her  dower;  to 

which  purpose  women  were  named  in  common  recoveries  had 
against  their  husbands ;  and  the  usage  in  this  case  was  to  be  re- 
garded, for  in  such  cases  it  had  always  been  the  intent  of  the 
parties,  before  that  time,  that  the  wife  should  be  barred  of  her 
dower. 

Pa.  66.  8.  Pigott  says  he  heard  some  learned  men  question  this,  be- 

cause the  woman  has  then  no  estate  in  esse :  but  the  same,  might 
be  said  against  a  fine,  and  the  common  recovery  estops  her  as  a 
party,  and  disaffirms  her  husband's  title  to  the  lands,  of  which 
she  was  dowable. 

Trust  estates.  9.  It  has  been  stated  that  a  trust  or  equitable  estate  may  be 

Tit  12  c  2  . 

entailed  as  well  as  a  legal  one ;  and  it  has  been  long  settled  that 
a^common  recovery  suffered  by  a  cestui  que  trust  in  tail,  who  was 
in  possession  under  the  trustees,  would  effectually  bar  such  es- 
tate tail,  and  all  equitable  remainders,  and  the  equitable  rever- 
sion depending  thereon ;  although  there  were  no  legal  tenant  to 
the  pracipe. 
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l(K  Sir  Francis  North  purchased  certain  lands  in  Essex  from  North  v. 
R,  Allington,  who  was  cestui  que  trust  in  tail  of  them,  with  equit-  2  Cha,  Ca. 
aUa  remainders  over,  and  had  suffered  a  common  recovery ;  but  ^y'®'  ,, 
there  was  no  legal  tenant  to  the  pradpe,  the  freehold  being  in  1 P-  Wnu.  91. 
the  trustees,  who  were  not  parties.    The  question  was,  whether 
the  remainders  expectant  on  the  estate  tail  were  barred  by  this 
recovery.     The  decree  was  in  these  words : — "  His  lordship, 
upon  long  debate  of  the  matter,  on  hearing  what  was  alleged  by. 
the  counsel  on  either  side  touching  the  same,  declared  that  he 
was  fully  satisfied  that  the  said  recovery  did  sufficiently  bar  all 
remainders  depending  upon  the  estate  tail  of  R.  Allington,  who 
suffered  the  same ;  it  being  a  general  rule,  that  any  legal  con- 
veyance or  assurance  by  a  cestui  que  trust  shall  have  the  same 
efifect  and  operation  upon  a  trust,  as  it  should  have  had  upon  the 
estate  in  law,  in  case  the  trustees  had  executed  their  trust; 
otherwise  trustees,  by  refusing,  or  not  being  able  to  execute  their 
trust,  might  hinder  the  tenant  in  tail  of  that  liberty  to  dispose  of 
his  estate,  and  bar  the  remainders,  which  the  law  gives  him  as 
incident  to  his  estate ;  which  would  be  manifestly  inconvenient, 
and  tend  to  the  introduction  of  perpetuities." 

1 L  In  recoveries  of  this  kind  there  should  have  been  an  equit- 
able tenant  to  the  precipe ;  that  is,  the  trust  estate  must  have 
been  conveyed  to  a  third  person,  against  whom  the  writ  must 
have  been  brought,  in  the  same  manner  as  in  recoveries  of  legal 
estates. 

12.  If  there  were  a  cestui  que  trust  for  life,  before  the  cestui  ^  ^***'  ^•-  ^• 
que  trust  in  tail ;  so  that  in  case  the  legal  estate  had  been  con- 
veyed according  to  the  trusts,  the  tenant  in  tail  could  not  bar 

the  estate  tail  by  a  common  recovery ;  there  the  cestui  que  trust 
in  tail  could  not  bar  his  estate  tail  by  a  recovery. 

13.  It  was  formerly  held  that  a  feme  covert  to  whom  a  trust  ^•'"•'iJpP*" 

•'  111  mi^nM,  330. 

estate  was  limited  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  could  not  make  a 
good  equitable  tenant  to  the  precipe,  without  joining  with  her 
husband  in  a  fine.     But  in  a  modem  case,  where  an  estate  was  Baroaby «. 
devised  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  to  receive  and  pay  j„"^  266.   **' 
ovcrr  the  rents  and  profits  to  a  married  woman  for  life,  for  her 
separate  use ;  and  after  her  decease,  to  convey  the  estate  to  her  1  Pwit.  Con. 
daughters,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail ;  it  was  held  by  Lord 
Alvanley  that  the  wife  took  an  equitable  estate  for  life;  and 
that  a  conveyance  from  her  and  her  husband,  by  lease  and  re- 
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lease^  was  suiScient  to  make  a  good  equitable  tenant  to  th« 
pracipe. 
Vide  Tit.  12.         14.  Where  an  estate  was  conveyed  or  devised  to  trustees  and 
^'  '  *'    '         their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  pay  debts  generally,  or  such  debts  as 

were  specified,  and  after  payment  of  such  debts,  or  when  such 
debts  should  be  paid«  then  in  trust  for  A.  B.  in  tail  or  in  trust  to 
convey  such  parts  of  the  estate  as  should  remain  unsold  to  A.  B. 
in  tail ;  in  either  of  those  cases  A.  B.  had  a  trust  estate  in  tbe 
surplus  vested  in  him  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  or  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  might  suiFer  an  equitable 
recovery  of  such  estate. 

15.  This  point  was  lately  investigated  with  great  learning  and 

ability^  in  consequence  of  an  objection  that  was  made  to  the 

title  of  the  Marquis  of  Bath  to  an  estate,  upon  the  following 

case : 

Vide  Collecta-        By  a  settlement  previous  to  the  marriage  of  Lord  Bath  (then 

\^?l.'^^."p.*2^*4.    ^^^^  Weymouth)  certain  estates  were  conveyed  to  the  use  of 

Lord  Bath  for  life,  remainder  to  the  intent  that  Lady  Bath  should 
receive  a  jointure,  remainder  for  a  term  of  years,  to  raise  portions 
for  younger  children,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the 
marriage.  The  estate  thus  settled  being  subject  to  several  in- 
cumbrances, other  estates  were  limited  to  trustees  in  fee,  upon 
trust  to  stand  seised  thereof  as  a  collateral  security  to  protect  the 
settled  estates ;  and  in  order  to  discharge  the  said  incumbrances 
it  was  declared,  that  the  trustees  should,  by  moitgage  or  sale  of 
the  estates  conveyed  to  them,  raise  such  sums  of  money  as 
should  be  necessary  to  pay  off  the  incumbrances ;  and  it  was 
agreed,  that  after  all  the  incumbrances  should  be  paid,  and  all 
the  other  trusts  should  be  performed,  the  trustees  should  stand 
seised  of  so  much  of  the  said  estates  as  should  remain  unsold^ 
and  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  so  much  as  should  have  been 
mortgaged,  upon  trust  to  settle  and  convey  the  same  to  Lord 
Bath  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male* 
No  sale  or  mortgage  was  ever  made  by  the  trustees,  nor  were  any 
of  the  incumbrances  paid  off  until  1787,  when  Lord  Bath  and  his 
eldest  son  joined  in  a  recovery  of  the  estates  which  had  been 
2  Atk.  678.  conveyed  to  the  trustees.  The  validity  of  this  recovery  was  ob- 
jected to,  because  it  was  suffered  before  the  debts  were  paid ; 
and  the  objection  was  founded  on  c^  dictum  of  Lord  IJardwicke 
in  the  case  of  Bagshaw  v,  Spencer,  which  was  a  devise  tp  ^vei 
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persons  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  to  pay  debts,  and  then  as  to  one 
moiety  to  the  use  of  Benjamin  Bagshaw  for  life,  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  Benjamin  Bagshaw,  remainder  over.  Ben- 
jamin Bagshaw  suffered  a  recovery  before  the  debts  were  paid ; 
iand  a  suit  in  Chancery  being  instituted  to  ascertain  what  estate 
Benjamin  Bagshaw  took  by  this  devise^  Lord  Hardwicke  said, 
that  the  devise  to  Benjamin  Bagshaw  was  merely  a  trust  in 
equity ;  for,  as  the  first  devise  was  to  the  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  it  carried  the  whole  fee  in  point  of  law ;  that  it  could  not 
be  construed  an  executory  devise  of  the  legal  estate,  for  in  that 
case  it  would  be  too  remote,  being  given  after  all  debts  should 
be  paid,  which  might,  in  point  of  time,  exceed  a  life  or  lives  in 
being,  or  any  other  time  allowed  by  law.  After  which,  his  lord- 
ship is  stated  to  have  said  these  words :  *^  That  the  recovery 
soffei^d  was  before  the  debts  were  paid,  and,  consequently,  Bag- 
shaw could  not  make  a  good  tenant  to  the  pracipe  to  support  the 
recovery."  Upon  the  authority  of  this  passage  it  was  contended, 
that  whether  the  limitation  to  Lord  Bath  was  considered  as  a 
springing  or  shifting  use  at  law,  or  a  springing  executory  trust, 
it  was  not  barred  by  the  recoveiy  suffered  by  Lord  Bath,  because, 
at  the  time  of  suffering  the  recovery,  the  event  on  which  the 
limitation  was  to  take  effect,  namely,  the  discharge  of  the  debts, 
had  not  happened.  On  the  other  side  it  was  clearly  laid  down 
and  proved,  by  Sir  John  Scott,  now  Earl  Eldon,  Mr.  Maddocks, 
and  Mr.  Feame,  that  the  limitation  to  Lord  Bath  in  the  settle- 
ment, gave  him  an  immediate  vested  interest  in  the  surplus  of 
the  estate  after  payment  of  the  debts ;  that  in  the  case  of  Bag- 
shaw and  Spencer,  both  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and  Lord  Hard«- 
wicke  agreed  that  the  devise  to  Benjamin  Bagshaw  was  an  in- 
terest actually  vested  in  him.  As  to  the  idea  of  its  being  an 
executory  devise  of  the  legal  estate,  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  if  the 
will  was  to  be  construed  in  that  manner,  the  devise  would  be  too 
remote,  being  after  payment  of  debts ;  but  even  admitting  it  to 
be  a  good  executory  devise  of  the  legal  estate  to  Benjamin  Bag** 
shaw,  yet  it  did  not  vest  in  him,  nor  could  his  devisee  claim  it, 
because  the  recover^/  was  suffered  before  the  debts  were  paid,  and 
consequently/  whilst  the  fee  was  in  the  trustees,  so  that  he  could  not 
make  a  good  tenant  to  the  prsecipe.  The  meaning  of  the  expression 
of  Lord  Hardwicke,  so  much  relied  on,  was  therefore  no  inore 
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than  this — that  a  pereon  to  whom  an  executory  devise  of  a  legal 
estate  is  made,  could  not  suffer  a  recovery  until  the  event  on  whtoh 
the  executory  devise  was  directed  to  take  effect,  had  happened. 
It  was  admitted  that  there  was  a  strict  analogy  between  ex- 
ecutay  devises  and  springing  executory  trusts^  frdm  whieh  H 
was  concluded,  that  if  a  devise  of  an  estate  after  paynsent  of 
debts  was  not  good  as  an  executory  devige,  a  limitation  of  tiie 
same  kind  in  a  deed  would  be  void  as  a  future  executory  trust; 
consequently  the  trust  created  in  Lord  Bath's  settlement,  toetotde 
the  estates  after  payment  of  the  debts,  would  have  been  void  aa 
an  executroy  use  or  trust,  and  the  estate  must  have  resulted  to 
Lord  Bath  atid  his  heirs,  who  was  the  original  owner  of  the 
inheritance ;  from  whence  it  followed,  that  any  conveyance  by 
Lord  Bath  would  make  a  good  equitable  title,  subject  to  the 
trust  for  pdyment  of  the  debts*  It  viras  lastly  said,  that  the 
payinent  of  debts  was  not  a  condition  precedent,  which  muat  be 
performed  before  a  subsequent  limitation  or  devise  could  take 
effect,  but  such  subsequent  limitation  or  devise  was  an  interest 
commencing  at  the  same  time,  and  concurrent  with  the  limita- 
tion or  devise  for  payment  of  debts  ;  and  the  words  after  pa^ 
tnmt  of  dehHf  or  when  the  debts  shall  be  paid,  only  denoted  the 
.  order  or  course  in  which  the  several  interests  should  take  place 
in  point  of  actual  possession  and  perception  of  the  profits,  with- 
out preventing  the  subsequent  estates,  whether  legal  or  equita- 
ble, iVom  becoming  vested  in  interest,  at  the  same  time  with 
those  which  wet*e  prior  to  them  in  point  of  limitation. 
Figott  9.  16.  It  was  determined  in  a  modern  case,  that  a  trust  estate 

7  Yes.  Jun.  98.  pas^cd  by  the  deed,  to  make  a  tenant  to  the  pradpe;  the  words 

being  sufficiently  extensive  for  that  purjpose ;  although  the  tenant 
in  tail  did  not  apprehend,  at  the  time,  that  the  estate  belonged 
to  him ;  and  that,  as  no  adverse  possession  was  shown  the  right- 
ful owner  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  in  possession. 
Robinson  V.  17.  Recoveries  of  this  kind  only  operated  on  the  trust  estate 

Cninniin?* 

Forrest.  i67«  whcreof  they  were  suffered,  and  the  equitable  remainders  ex* 

1  Prest.  Con.  P^^tant  thereon,  but  did  not  affect  any  legal  estate;  so  that  a 

^^'  legal  remainder  could  not  be  barred  by  an  equitable  recovery. 
Saivin  v.  18.  Thus,  where  John  Thornton,  being  seised  of  the  premiaea 

cit«n°Bi).  *^' '''®'  ^^^  remainder  to  his  first  son  Thomas  in  tail  male^  re* 

aIS'  I?;  «>A  mainder  to  his  second  son  James  in  tail  male,  forfeited  in  the 

Amo,  o4o.  699.       in-. 

rebellion  m  1746.    The  estate  for  Kfe  being  put  up  for  sale  by 
the  commissioners,  was  bought  by  Thomas  (the  tenant  in  tail), 
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but  ia  the  name  of  a  trustee.  Thomas^  thus  havmg  die  equita- 
ble estate  for  the  life  of  his  father,  and  the  legal  estate  tail, 
sufffiied  a  reoovery,  and  soon  after  died,  leaving  issue  a  daughter, 
wife  to  the  plaintiff.  Jauies,  the  second  son,  took  possession, 
suffered  a  recovery  (after  the  death  of  his  father  and  the  trustee, 
in  whom  his  estate  vested),  and  died  leaving  two  daughters,  the 
defendants,  who  were  in  possession.  Tiie  bill  was  filed  by 
Salvin,  in  right  of  his  wife,  for  an  account  of  profits,  and  to 
tiave  the  estate  delivered  up.  Upon  die  hearing  at  the  Rolls  his 
Honour  ordered  the  bill  to  be  retained  for  a  year,  with  liberty  to 
try  the  validity  of  the  recovery  at  law.  But  it  was  the  opinion 
of  the  Court,  that  Thomas's  estate  for  life  being  an  equitable 
estate,  did  not  enable  him  to  suffer  either  a  perfect  legal,  or  a 
perfect  equitable  recovery,  and  therefore  the  recovery  suffered 
operated  nothing. 

19.  It  was  held  in  a  modern  case,  that  where  an  estate  was  Brydgei «. 
devised  to  a  person  in  fee  simple,  upon  trust  for  several  persons  s'^J.^uq. 
auocessively  in  tail,  remainder  in  tail  to  the  devisee  in  trust,  such  ^^' 
vemainder  might  be  barred  by  an  equitable  recovery:  for  to  Wykhamv. 
create  a  merger  of  the  equitable  in  the  legal  estate,  by  their  ]^^v^.°3g5. 
vnioo,  both  estates  must  be  co«extensi?e  and  commensurate ;  and 
therefore  that  an  equitable  recovery  would  bar  an  equitable  NouvUeo. 
remainder  in  tail,  in  the  person  who  had  the  whole  legal  fee.        1  Turn.  &  ' 

20.  In  the  above  case  Lord  Alvanley  said,  that  though  a  legal  ^^^  '^ 
vemainder  could  not  be  affected  by  an  equitable  recovery,  yet  the 
converse  of  that  proposition  was  not  true ;  for  a  legal  estate  in 

the  tenant  to  the  pradpe  was  no  objection.    The  very  point  was  3  p.  wms.  171. 
detennined  in  the  case  of  Marwood  v.  Turner. 

21.  Where  a  person  had  a  power  appendant  or  in  gross,  if  he  Powers  appen- 
Mflfered  a  common  recovery  of  the  bnds  to  which  the  power  ^^m, 
^related,  it  would  bar  and  destroy  it;  because  the  lands  were  w«rJ!Btemeyi 
supposed  to  be  recovered  by  a  right  which  was  paramount  to  431. 

that  of  the  person  who  created  the  power,  and  which  therefore  Guest,  lb.  440. 
over-reached  such  power. 

22.  Lands  were  devised  to  Bernard  Melltng  for  life,  and  after  King  «.  Mel- 
his  death  to  the  issue  of  bis  body  by  a  second  wife,  he  being  then  225!  2  Lev.^68. 
married  to  his  first  wife ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to 

another  person,  provided  that  B.  Melling  might  settle  a  jointure 
on  bis  second  wife.  B.  Melling  entered  on  the  death  of  the 
devisor,  and,  during  the  life  of  his  first  wife,  suffered  ^  common 
recovery,  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his  heirs. 
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It  was  agreed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  L  That  B.  Melling 
took  an  estate  tail  by  the  devise.  11.  That  the  power  to  make  a 
jointure  was  destroyed  by  the  recovery.  And  it  was  laid  down 
by  Lord  Hale,  that  admitting  B.  Melling  had  but  an  estate  for 
life,  the  power  was  destroyed. 

23.  A  settlement  was  made  of  lands  to  the  use  of  A.  for 
ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live;  remainder  to 
trustees  during  the  life  of  A.  to  preserve  contingent  remainders, 
remainder  over,  with  a  power  to  A.  to  charge  the  lands  'with 
divers  sums  of  money.  A.,  the  trustees,  and  the  remainder-man 
in  tail,  joined  in  suiTering  a  common  recovery,  and  declaring  new 
uses  thereof,  viz.  to  the  use  of  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  over. 
It  was  determined  that  the  joining  of  A.  in  making  the  new 
settlement,  without  reserving  a  power  to  charge  the  premises 
with  the  said  money,  had  destroyed  that  power  which  A.  had  of 
charging ;  for  the  contrary  construction  would  enable  him  to 
defeat  bis  own  grant. 

24.  Powers  collateral  to  the  land,  which  are  not  joined  with 
an  interest,  were  not  barred  by  a  common  recovery ;  for  the  same 
reason  that  they  were  not  barred  by  a  fine. 

25.  A  common  recovery,  suffered  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  barred 
all  callateral  conditions,  and  conditional  limitations,  so  created 
as  to  take  place  on  the  determination  of  such  estate  tail. 

26.  R.  Mosely  covenanted  to  levy  a  fine  of  certain  lands  to 
the  use  of  himself  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  remainder  in 
tail  to  several  others :  provided  that  if  there  should  be  a  failure 
of  issue  male  of  his  body,  and  Dame  Elizabeth  were  dead,  and 
Ann  Mosely  was  married,  or  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then 
she  should  have  200/.  per  annum  for  ten  years.  R.  Mosely  died, 
leaving  issue  Sir  Ed.  Mosely,  who  made  a  lease  for  1,000  years, 
and  then  suffered  a  recovery  of  the  estate  tail,  and  died  without 
issue  male. 

The  contingencies  all  happened;  and  the  question  was^ 
whether  the  rent-charge  of  200/.  was  barred  by  the  recovery* 

Lord  Hale  said,  if  tenant  in  tail  grants  a  rent-charge,  and 
suffers  a  common  recovery,  the  rent-charge  will  not  be  avoided : 
so  that  if  tenant  in  tail  be,  rendering  a  rent,  a  recovery  will  not 
bar  that,  though  it  doth  a  reversion.  But  the  reason  of  this  case 
is,  because  the  estate  of  him  that  suffers  the  recovery  is  chained 
with  the  rent.    Therefore,  if  there  be  a  limitation  of  a  use  upon 
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condition,  and  cestui  que  use  suffers  a  recovery  that  will  not 
destroy  the  condition,  ihe  estate  being  charged  with  it ;  for  the 
recoveror  can  have  the  estate  only  as  he  that  suffered  the  re- 
covery had  it:  therefore,  so  long  as  any  one  coraes  in  by  that 
recovery,  he  comes  in  in  continuance  of  the  estate  tail ;  and 
coming  in  so,  he  is  liable  to  all  the  charges  of  the  tenant  in  tail. 
Now,  what  is  the  reason  why  tenant  in  tail  suffering  a  common 
recovery,  a  rent  by  him  in  remainder  shall  be  barred?  The 
reason  is,  because  the  recoveror  comes  in  in'  the  continuance  of 
that  estate  that  is  not  subject  to  the  rent,  but  is  above  all  those 
charges :  and  no  recompense  can  come  to  such  a  r^nt.  The 
difference  between  this  case  and  Capel's,  say  they,  is;  that  there  Ante,  c.  7. 
the  charge  arose  subsequent,  but  here  the  charge  arises  prece-' 
dent.  But  I  say  the  charge  arises  precedent  to  the  remainder, 
but  subsequent  to  the  estate  tail;  for  it  is  not  to  take  effect  till 
the  estate  tail  be  determined. 

A  man  made  a  gift  in  tail,  determinable  upon  the  donee's  non-  i  Mod.  in. 
payment  of  1,000/.,  remainder  over.  The  tenant  in  tail  before  the  cu^rT  Lev. 
day  of  payment  suffered  a  common  recovery,  and  did  not  pay  ^^'  ^  ^*^'  ^'^• 
the  money  ;  yet  because  he  was  tenant  in  tail  when  he  suffered 
the  recovery,  by  that  he  had  barred  all.     If  there  be  tenant  in 
tail,  reserving  rent,  a  common  recovery  will  not  bar  it:  so  if  a 
condition  be  for  payment  of  rent,  it  will  not  bar  it :  but  if  a  con- 
dition be  for  doing  a  collateral  thing,  it  is  a  bar.     And  so  if 
tenant  in  tail  be,  with  a  limitation  so  long  as  such  a  tree  shall 
stand,  a  common  recovery  will  bar  that  limitation.    Judgment 
accordingly. 

27.  Nicholas  Searle  devised  lands  to  his  niece  Mary  Bryant;  Page  v. 
and  the  heirs  male  of  her  body,  upon  condition  and  provided  she  piao7.'i7'6. 
intermarried  and  had  issue  male  by  a  person  surnamed  Searle  ; 
and,  in  default  of  both  these  conditions,  he  devised  the  lands  to 
Elizabeth  in  the  same  manner.  Mary  Bryant  married  one  Cliff, 
and  with  him  levied  a  fine,  and  suffered  a  recovery  of  the  lands, 
in  which  she  and  her  husband  were  vouched.  It  was  adjudged 
by  the  whole  Court ;  I.  That  the  estate  devised  to  Mary  was  a 
good  estate  in  special  tail ;  that  is,  to  her  and  the  heira  male  of 
her  body  begotten  by  a  Searle.  II.  That  the  words  upon  con- 
dition, &c.  though  express  words  of  condition,  should  be  taken 
to  be  words  of  limitation.  TIL  That  the  estate  tail  of  Mary  did 
not  cease  by  marrying  a  person  whose  name  was  not  Searle,  be- 
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Muse  she  might  possibly  sunrive  her  first  husband,  and  after- 
wards marry  a  person  of  the  name  of  Searle.  IV.  That  if  the 
estate  had  been  devised  to  Mary,  and  the  heirs  male  of  her  body, 
by  a  Searle  to  be  begotten,  provided,  and  upon  condition,  that  if 
she  married  any  other  person  but  a  Searle,  the  estate  shoald  go 
over,  a  common  recovery  suffered  before  marriage  would  bar  the 
estate  tail  and  remainders.  And  the  Court  took  a  difference 
between  a  collateral  condition,  and  a  condition  that  runs  vnth 
the  land ;  for  if  a  donor  reserves  a  rent  with  a  condition  to  re- 
enter, a  recovery  will  not  bar  it;  aliter,  if  the  condition  be  to  re- 
enter for  non-payment  of  a  sum  in  gross. 

28,  So,  where  lands  were  devised  to  several  persons  succes- 
sively in  tail,  with  a  proviso,  that  whenever  the  estates  devised 
should  come  to  any  of  the  persons  therein  named,  they  should 
tBke  upon  them  the  name  of  W.  only,  but  there  was  no  devise 
over.  The  first  person  to  whom  the  lands  were  devised  in  tail^ 
suffered  a  common  recovery  of  the  estate  tail,  in  which  he  was 
vouched,  and  vouched  over,  and  never  took  the  name  of  W. ; 
the  person  who  was  next  in  remainder  entered  for  a  breach  of  the 
jproviso,  on  account  of  the  first  devisee's  not  having  changed  his 
name.  It  was  agreed  by  the  whole  Court,  that  if  this  proviso 
were  considered  as  a  condition,  it  was  collateral  and  subsequent, 
and  was  therefore  well  barred  by  the  recovery, 

29.  Devereuz  Edgar  being  seised  of  the  premises  in  question, 
devised  them  as  follows : — *^  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my 
daughter  Temperance  Edgar  all  that  my  farm  or  estate  called 
the  Breed  Farm,  &c.  to  hold  the  same  from  and  after  the  death 
of  my  wife,  to  the  said  Temperance  my  daughter,  and  to  the 
heirs  of  her  body  lawfully  begotten ;  and  for  want  of  such  heirs, 
to  my  right  heirs  for  ever.  Item,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my 
daughter  Mary  Edgar  all  that  my  farm,  &c.  to  have  and  to  hold 
to  the  said  Mary,  and  to  the  heirs  of  her  body  lawfully  to  be 
begotten  ;  and  herein  my  mind  and  will  is  further  declared,  that 
in  case  either  of  my  said  daughters  Temperance  or  Mary  shall 
happen  to  die,  or  depart  this  life,  single,  married,  or  widows,  not 
leaving  children  or  child  living  at  their  decease  legally  begotten, 
that  then  her  gift,  legacy,  or  bequest  herein,  or  estate  giVeii 
her  by  this  my  will,  shall  be  entirely  void  as  to  inheritance  of 

'heirs,  and  of  none  effect;  and  the  estate  so  given  her  so  dying 
without  heirs  of  her  body,  shall  descend  and  go  to  my  heir  male 
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and  bis  heirs  male/'  Mary  Edgar  soffered  a  reoovery  of  the 
premises  in  question,  to  the  use  of  herself  in  fee,  and  afterwards 
died  unmarried.  The  question  was,  whether  the  recovery  suf- 
fered by  Mary  Edgar  barred  the  limitation  over  ?  Lord  Maosr- 
field  said,  the  yalidity  of  the  recovery  suffered  by  Mary  de- 
pended upon  whether  she  was  tenant  in  tail,  or  tenant  for  life  of 
the  estate  thus  devised  to  her.  Now  the  estate  was  given  to  her 
and  the  heirs  of  her  body  which  was  an  estate  tail ;  nevertheless, 
the  intention  of  the  testator  might  restrain  that  estate  of  inherit- 
ance, and  confine  it  to  an  estate  for  life  only  ;  and  although  it 
was  insisted  that  the  testator  had  restrained  the  estate  of  inherit* 
ance  during  her  life,  yet  he  had  restrained  it  only  upon  future 
contingencies,  the  first  of  which  was  the  event  of  her  own  death  ; 
but  until  that  contingency  happened,  the  inheritance  was  in  her. 
The  second  was  upon  her  leaving  no  children.  It  was  manifest 
that  the  intention  of  the  testator  was,  to  prevent  a  common  reco* 
very  being  suffered ;  but  where  a  testator  intends  that  which  by 
law  he  cannot  do,  the  law  will  not  allow  his  intention  to  take 
effect.  If,  therefore,  Mary  Edgar  was  tenant  in  tail  to  the  hour  Nicoiisv. 
of  her  death,  nothing  was  so  clear,  as  that  all  conditions  limited  2  bi«.c.c. 
upon  such  an  estate  tail  were  avoided  by  the  common  recovery  ^^^' 
which  had  been  suffered ;  and  the  Court  were  of  opinion,  that 
Mary  took  an  estate  tail  by  the  devise. 

30.  If  a  gift  in  tail  were  made,  rendering  a  rent,  and  the  While  «.W€it, 
tenant  in  tail  suffered  a  recovery,  it  would  not  bar  the  rent,  2  Lev.  30. 
which  would  still  remain  as  a  collateral  charge  on  the  land,  dis-  Figott*i39.' 
trainable  of  common  right;  for  since  the  tenant  in  tail  took  the 

land  subject  to  that  charge  by  the  original  donation,  the  reco- 
veror  who  claimed  under  him  could  only  have  the  estate  in  the 
same  manner  as  he  who  suffered  the  recovery  had  it.  But  if 
there  had  been  a  condition  of  re-entry,  on  the  non-payment  of  the 
rent,  it  would  have  been  destroyed. 

31.  Although  a  common  recovery  suffered  by  a  tenant  in  tail  FearaeEz. 

...  Dev.  428. 

barred  all  collateral  cooditioos  subsequent,  and  limitations  over,  sth  edit  * 
yet  a  common  recovery  had  this  operation  only  when  suffered  by 
a  tenant  in  tail ;  for  a  recovery  suffei-ed  by  a  tenant  in  fee  simple 
would  not  bar  an  executory  estate,  conditional  limitation,  or  col* 
lateral  condition. 

32.  A  common  recovery  barred  all  contingent  remainders  de-  Contioflent 
pending  on  the  estate  whereofthe  recovery  was  suffered;  because  i6?^.6.t.5. 
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the  recovery  destroyed  the  particular  estate  on  which  the  con* 
ttngent  remainders  depended. 

33.  Thus,  where  a  person  devised  lands  to  his  eldest  son 
Thomas  for  11  Fe^  and  if  he  died  without  issue  living  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  then  he  devised  the  lands  to  another  son  and  his 
heirs;  but  if  Thomas  had  issue  living  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
that  then  the  fee  should  remain  to  the  right  heirs  of  Thomas 
for  ever.  Thomas  entered  upon  the  death  of  his  father,  and 
suiTered  a  common  recovery,  and  afterwards  died  without  issue. 
It  was  resolved,  that  Thomas  was  tenant  for  life,  with  a  con* 
tingent  remainder  in  fee  to  his  right  heirs,  and  that  the  contin- 
gent remainder  was  destroyed  by  the  recovery. 

34.  So  where  lands  were  devised  to  A.  for  life,  without  im- 
peachment of  waste ;  and  in  case  he  should  have  any  issue  male, 
then  to  such  issue  male,  and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  and  if  he  should 
die  without  issue  male,  then  to  B.  and  his  heirs  for  ever.  A.  en- 
tered, suffered  a  common  recovery,  and  died  without  issue ;  and 
it  was  held,  that  the  remainders  over  being  contingent,  were 
barred  by  the  recovery.  Another  case  arose  on  this  will,  in 
which  the  same  point  was  determined  by  the  House  of  Lords. 
And  in  the  cases  of  Doe  ex  dem.  Brown  v.  Holm,  3  Wilson's  Re- 
ports 237,  Goodrightt;.  Dunham,  Douglas  264,  and  Goodright 
V.  Billington,  id.  753,  this  doctrine  is  confirmed. 

35.  A  common  recovery,  suffered  after  an  erroneous  fine, 
would  bar  the  issue  in  tail  of  the  person  who  levied  the  fine  from 
bringing  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  it.  And  even  an  erroneous 
recovery  would  bar  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  fine,  until  the  re- 
covery was  reversed ;  because  a  common  recovery  with  voucher 
barred  every  kind  of  right  which  the  vouchee  or  his  heirs  could 
have  to  the  land  of  which  it  was  suffered.  But  a  void  recovery 
was  no  bar. 

36.  Thus,  where  R.  Barton,  being  tenant  in  tail,  levied  an  er- 
roneous fine,  and  afterwards  a  writ  of  entry  was  brought  against 
the  cognizee,  who  appeared  and  vouched  over  R.  Barton,  and 
he  vouched  over  the  common  vouchee.  After  the  death  of  R. 
Barton,  the  issue  in  tail  brought  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  the 
fine,  to  which  the  recovery  was  pleaded  in  bar.  And  it  was  re- 
solved, that  when  tenant  in  tail  levied  an  erroneous  fine,  he 
had  yet  a  right  to  the  land,  which,  by  his  entry  into  the  war- 
ranty, and  recovering  thereby  an  intended  recompense  in  value^ 
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was  barred.  For  although  tenant  in  tail  could  not  by  deed  re* 
lease  errors  to  bar  the  issue  in  tail,  yet  as  by  fine  or  recovery  he 
might  bar  the  estate  tail  itself,  so  might  he  bar  the  writ  of  error; 
and  when  he  entered  into  the  warranty  and  vouched  over,  and 
had  recompense,  he  was  in  by  his  warranty  of  all  estates,  and 
the  recompense  in  value  was  a  sufficient  bar  to  all  estates  and 
rights  which  he  had  in  him. 


SU6 


It  an  estoppel 
on  record. 
Pigott,  223. 


CHAP.  IX. 

Some  other  Effects  of  a  Recovery. 


Sect.  1.  tsan  Estoppel  on  Record. 
2.  Let  in  prior  tncumbrtmces. 
8.  Revoked  a  Devise. 


Sect.    9.  Sometimes  a  Faifeitve. 
18.  Did  not  alter  the  Deseemi. 
14.  Exception, 


Ante,  c.  2. 
t.67. 


Let  in  prior 
incumbrancei. 
1  Rep.  62  flu 

2 62  b. 

9  10  b. 

Pigott,  120. 
1  WiU.R.277. 


Section  I. 

The  judgment  in  a  common  recovery,  being  of  equal  force  with 
that  which  is  obtained  in  an  adversary  suit,  operated  as  an 
estoppel  on  record  against  all  those  who  were  parties  to  it,  and 
concluded  them  from  averring  any  thing  against  it.  But  a  com- 
mon recovery,  when  suffered  of  an  estate  tail,  would  not  operate 
as  an  estoppel  against  the  issue  in  tail,  the  remainder  men,  or 
reversioner. 

2.  A  common  recovery  suffered  by  a  tenant  in  tail  let  in  alb 
his  preceding  incumbrances,  and  rendered  valid  all  the  acts  of 
ownership  which  he  had  exercised  over  the  estate  tail.  So  that 
if  a  tenant  in  tail  made  a  lease  not  warranted  by  the  statute 
32  Hen.  8.,  or  acknowledged  a  judgment  or  recognizance,  and 
afterwards  suffered  a  common  recovery ;  it  would  operate  as  .a 
confirmation  of  these  chaises,  which  were  before  defeasible  by 
the  issue.  For  the  recoveror  acquired  an  estate  in  fee  simple, 
derived  out  of  the  estate  tail ;  and  therefore  all  those  acts  which 
bound  the  tenant  in  tail,  would  also  bind  the  recoveror,  who 
could  not  aver  that  the  person  against  whom  he  recovered  had 
but  an  estate  taU.  It  was  therefore  extremely  dangerous  for  a 
tenant  in  tail  who  had  made  leases,  acknowledged  judgments,  or 
incumbered  his  estate  tail  in  any  other  manner,  to  suffer  a  com- 
mon recovery ;  because  all  those  incumbrances  would  thereby  be- 
come valid,  and  take  place  before  any  charge  which  was  made 
on  the  lands,  by  or  after  the  recovery. 

3.  Although  a  recovery  w  ere  suffered  for  a  particular  purpose. 
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yet  it  would  confirm  all  prior  incumbrances.    Thus,  in  the  case 

of  Ooddard  v*  Complin,  the  foHowing  question  was  pot : — Tenant  i  Chan.  Ca. 

in  tail  mortgages  for  years,  and  afterwards,  in  consklerBtion  of 

marriage,  suffers  a  recovery,  for  the  purpose  of  settling  a  jointure 

on  his  wife.    Whether  this  recovery  should  enure  to  make  good 

the  mortgage,  it  being  only  designed  for  establishing  the  mai^ 

liage  settlement?    It  was  answered,  that  if  there  had  been  no 

recovery,  there  could  have  been  no  jointure,  nor  coold  the  wife 

have  avoided  the  mortgage,  for  she  was  in  by  the  act  of  her  hos- 

band,  and  no  subsequent  act  of  the  husband  could  have  avoided 

the  mortgage.    It  was  also  said,  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail  confesses 

a  judgment,  &c.  and  suffers  a  recovery  to  any  collateral  purpose, 

the  recovery  shall  enure  to  make  good  all  his  precedent  acts  and 

incumbrances. 

4.  Where  a  tenant  in  tail  made  any  conveyance  or  settlement 
of  his  estate  tail,  which  was  not  binding  on  his  issue ;  if  he 
afterwards  suffered  a  common  recovery,  it  would  enure  to  make 
good  the  preceding  conveyance  or  settlement. 

6.  Gerard  Walker  the  father,  by  settlement  on  his  marriage,  cbeoey  v. 
conveyed  an  estate  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  the  ^*  Q^e!.  ' 
first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage  in  tail     In  1733,  the  gon^  ^^^-^^^^ 
on  his  marriage,  conveyed  part  of  the  estate  by  lease  and  release 
•  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  his  intended  wife  for 
life,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  wife,  remainder  to 
his  own  right  heirs.     In  1746,  the  father  and  son  mortgaged  the 
premises  to  Henry  Peach  for  1000  years  to  secure  300/.,  and 
suffered  a  common  recovery,  and  declared  the  uses  to  the  mort* 
gagee,  and  then  to  the  father  for  life,  remainder  to  the  son  in 
fee.     Lord  Northington  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  recovery 
enured  to  the  uses  of  the  settlement  of  1733. 

6.  A  person,  seised  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  re-  Goodright  v. 
mainder  to  his  Own  right  heirs,  by  lease  and  release,  previous  to  1703/ 
his  marriage,  conveyed  his  estate  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  him- 
self for  life,  remainder  to  die  use  of  hts  intended  wife  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male.  The  marriage 
took  effect,  and  they  had  issue  a  son :  nineteen  years  afterwards 
the  husband  suffered  a  common  recovery,  and  declared  it  to  be 
to  the  use  of  A.  B.  and  his  heirs,  in  trust  to  sell  the  premises  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts.  A.  B.  sold  the  lands  for  the  payment 
of  the  debts,  according  to  the  trust  reposed  in  him ;  the  temnit 
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in  tail  died,  and  hig  son  claimed  the  lands.  The  Court  wer6 
unanimously  of  opinion,  that  the  recovery  enured  to  the  uses 
of  the  settlement,  and  therefore  that  the  purchaser  had  no  title. 
7.  The  principle  that  a  common  recovery  should  operate  as  a 
confirmation  of  any  preceding  incumbrances  created  by  the  per- 
son who  suffered  such  recovery,  was  founded  in  natural  justice, 
which  forbids  men  to  defeat  their  own  contracts.  But  where  a 
tenant  in  tail,  with  the  reversion  in  fee  in  himself,  created  in-^ 
cumbrances,  and  his  son  (on  whom  the  estate  tail  and  reversion 
Tit.  36.  G.  12.    in  fee  descended)  suffered  a  recovery,  it  would  not,  like  a  fine, 

operate  so  as  to  let  the  reversion  into  possession,  and  thereby 
make  it  liable  to  the  debts  of  his  father ;  because  the  operation 
of  a  recovery  was  to  destroy  all  remainders  and  reversions  ex* 
pectant  on  the  estate  tail,  and  the  fee  acquired  by  the  recoyeror 
proceeded  out  of  the  estate  tail.  It  followed,  that  where  a  person 
was  tenant  in  tail  by  descent,  with  the  reversion  in  fee  in  him 
also  by  descent,  he  ought  never  to  have  barred  his  estate  by  fine 
only,  but  ought  also  to  have  suffered  a  common  recovery,  which 
would  effectually  prevent  the  estate  thus  acquired  from  becoming 
liable  to  the  debts  or  contracts  of  his  ancestor. 
Wm  a  ravoca-  8.  A  common  recovery  operated  as  a  revocation  of  a  prior  de- 
Tit?38.*c.*6."*'  ^^^®  ^^  ^^®  lands  whereof  the  recovery  was  suffered,  upon  the 

same  principle  that  a  fine  had  that  effect. 
Sometimes  a  9.  A  commou  recovery  suffered  by  a  tenant  for  life  wherein  he 

Mham^i*  cate,    ^^  vouched,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  person  in  remain- 
I  Rep.  16.        der,  operated  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate  for  life,  in  the  same 

manner  as  if  he  bad  levied  a  fine.    This  doctrine  was  deduced 

from  the  common  law ;  for  if  a  demandant  in  a  real  action  reco- 

rered  against  a  tenant  for  life  by  default,  or  nient  dedire,  or  by 

1  Inst.  35  u.      pleading  covinously,  to  the  disherison  of  the  person  in  reversion, 

the  tenant  for  life  forfeited  his  estate,  for  he  was  intrusted  with 
the  freehold,  and  was  to  answer  the  pr^Rcipes  of  strangers,  and  to 
defend  his  own,  as  well  as  the  reversioner's  estate ;  so  that  when 
he  gave  way  to  the  demandant's  action,  or  vouched  a  stranger, 
he  admitted  the  reversion  to  be  in  such  demandant  or  stranger  ; 
and  consequently  denied  the  tenure  of  the  reversioner,  which 
was  a  forfeiture. 

10.  If  a  person  was  tenant  for  life,  with  an  estate  in  remain- 
der in  tail  in  himself;  he  might  in  that  case  suffer  a  common 
covery,  without  incurring  a  forfeiture. 
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11.  One  Richards,  being:    tenant  for  life,  with  remaidder  Smith «« 

.  Clvffonl 

to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail»  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  \  term  ^ep. 
his  body,  conveyed  his  estate  by  lease  and  release  to  a  third  ^^^* 
person  to  make  him  tenant  to  the  prtecipe,  and  suffered  a  reco- 
very. The  question  was,  whether  this  recovery  operated  as  a 
forfeiture.  The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  recovery  did  not 
operate  as  a  forfeiture.  That  the  passage  in  1  Inst.  35.  6.  could 
only  be  understood  of  a  bare  tenant  for  life  who  took  upon  him- 
self to  do  an  act  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  his  estate,  and 
which  before  the  statute  of  14  El!z.  would  have  displaced  the 
remainders.  The  forfeiture  of  his  estate  was  therefore  a  proper 
punishment  upon  him  for  attempting  to  do  an  act  inconsistent 
with  his  tenure,  and  calculated  to  injure  the  person  in  reversion* 
But  the  law  will  never  punish  a  man  for  doing  that  which  is  not 
inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  his  estate,  and  which  may  have  a 
legal  operation.  Such  was  this  case^  for  Richards  stood  in  two 
several  characters,  that  of  tenant  for  life,  with  a  remainder  in 
tail  subsequent  to  that  limited  to  his  first  and  other  sons.  This 
remainder  in  tail  was  all  that  he  sought  to  bar ;  and  the  law 
says,  that  having  the  immediate  freehold,  and  an  estate  tail  in 
remainder  in  him,  he  has  a  right  to  bar  it*  The  next  thing  then 
waSj  whether  the  recovery  itself  would  operate  so  as  to  subject 
him  to  a  forfeiture ;  and  as  to  this,  the  Court  were  unanimously 
of  opinion  that  it  did  not,  because  there  was  a  legal  subject  for 
it  to  work  upon,  namely,  his  remainder  in  tail.  Richards  was 
vouched  and  entered  into  the  warranty,  not  in  respect  of  hia 
tenancy  for  life,  but  of  his  remainder  in  tail ;  and  the  recompense 
in  value  is  supposed  to  go  to  those  who  would  have  been  entitled 
to  his  estate  tail,  and  those  who  stood  subsequent  to  them,  and 
passed  over  his  first  and  other  sons,  who  had  the  first  estate  Meredith «. 
tail  in  them :  and  as  they  received  no  recompense,  their  estate  s^pTc.  7. 
was  not  displaced  or  in  any  manner  affected  by  the  recovery. 

12.  It  has  been  stated,  that  where  a  fine  was  levied,  or  a  re*  Did  not  alter 
covery  suffered  of  lands  held  ex  parte  maiernd,  the  use  was  not  ^'j^  ^^^  3^ 
changed,  and  consequently  the  mode  of  descent  would  not  be 
thereby  altered. 

13.  A.  being  seised  in  right  of  his  wife  of  lands  which  she  Abbot  v. 
bad  by  descent  on  the  part  of  her  mother;  the  husband  and  wife  n  Mod.  I8I. 
covenanted  to  levy  a  fine,  which  was  thereby  declared  should  be 

to  the  us^  of  the  cognizees  and  their  heirs,  to  make  them  tenants 
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to  the  pracipe,  in  order  to  suffer  a  comtDon  recovery ;  and  after- 
wards such  recovery  was  suffered  accordingly ;  which  by  the 
same  deed  was  declared  should  enure  to  the  use  of  the  said  A. 
for  his  life,  remainder  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  remainder  to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  their  two  bodies  in  tail  male,  remainder  to 
the  right  heirs  of  the  wife. 

A.  and  his  wife  died  without  issue;  and  the  question  was, 
whether  the  lands  should  descend  to  the  heir  of  the  wife  on  the 
part  of  the  mother  or  on  the  part  of  the  father. 

Lord  Gh.  J.  Trevor  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court  He 
said,  that  in  arguing  the  case  it  had  been  insisted  on,  that  there 
was  a  difference  between  a  use  resulting  by  implication  of  law, 
and  a  use  limited  by  express  words ;  but  they  were  to  consider 
how  this  point  stood  before  the  statute  of  uses.  Before  that 
statute  the  law  considered  the  estate  of  the  land  and  the  use  of 
the  land  as  two  distinct  things ;  and  therefore  before  that  statute 
if  a  man  had  made  a  conveyance,  either  by  deed  of  feoffment, 
or  any  other  legal  conveyance,  he  might  therein,  by  express 
limitation,  have  declared  the  use  of  the  land ;  or  if  there  were 
no  express  limitation,  the  law  gave  it  back  to  him  again  ;  for  he 
was  not  to  pass  away  the  pernancy  of  the  profits  without  some 
consideration  or  estoppel  by  express  limitation ;  so  that  a  man 
might  at  common  law  have  separated  the  use  and  the  estate  ; 
for  though  the  use  and  the  pernancy  of  the  profits  were  neither 
created  nor  guided  by  the  common  law,  yet  the  law  took  notice 
of  them,  and  the  cestm  que  trust  had  a  remedy  by  wbpctna ;  so 
that  the  use  was  taken  notice  of  as  distinct  from  the  land, 
even  at  common  law.  Then  came  the  statute  27  Hen.  8.  c.  10. ; 
and  what  alteration  that  made  was  to  be  considered.  That 
statute  executes  the  possession  of  the  land,  in  the  same  plight 
and  manner  as  the  use  was  before ;  therefore,  as  the  conveyance 
was  here,  the  ancient  use  which  resulted  back  was  not  a  new 
use,  for  it  must  have  been  an  old  use,  if  it  resulted  back  as  not 
disposed  of,  and  so  much  of  the  andent  use  as  was  undisposed 
of.  Now,  if  the  use  would  have  gone  this  way  before  the 
statute,  it  would  still  go  the  same  way  since  the  statute.  It  was 
the  same  thing  whether  the  ancient  use  came  back  by  implica- 
tion of  law,  or  by  limitation  of  the  party ;  for  that  the  constiuc- 
tion  of  law  was  founded  on  a  supposal  of  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  and  would  convey  and  carry  the  use  the  same  way  as  it 
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was  siipposed  the  party  would  have  done.  Now  if  the  law  were 
so  in  the  case  of  a  resulting  use,  which  arises  by  implication  of 
law,  what  reason  was  there  why  it  should  have  a  different  con- 
struction where  there  was  an  express  declaration  of  the  party ; 
especially  since  that  declaration  made  no  alteration  of  the  estate, 
and  the  other  use  limited  to  A.  and  his  wife  was  only  a  new 
interest,  arising  out  of  the  conveyance,  because  it  was  not  so 
large  an  estate  as  the  fee  was  before  ?  But  where  the  limita- 
tion was  in  fee,  it  made  no  alteration,  because  the  one  was  as 
large  as  the  other ;  and  it  was  still  the  same  residue  remaining 
in  the  wife,  which  she  had  not  disposed  of  before ;  that  was  a 
part  taken  out  of  the  whole,  and  of  the  same  nature  as  the 
other  was :  and  this  appeared  so,  not  only  from,  the  reason  of 
the  thing,  but  there  were  other  authorities  also  which  seemed  to 
settle  this  point.  And  it  was  all  one  whether  this  ancient  use  in 
fee  was  created  by  implication  of  law,  or  by  express  limitation 
of  the  party,  if  it  were  of  the  same  estate.  In  the  case  of 
Godbold  V.  Freestone,  these  authorities  were  held  to  be  good.  Tit.  29.  c  3. 
A  difference  had  been  made  between  this  case  and  that  one, 
namely,  that  this  was  not  an  immediate  conveyance,  as  a  feoff- 
ment to  a  person  in  fee ;  but  that  here  there  was  a  covenant  to 
levy  a  fine,  which  was  to  be  to  the  use  of  the  conusees  and  their 
heirs,  with  an  intent  to  have  a  common  recovery  ;  and  hereupon 
the  chief  objection  was,  that  not  only  the  legal  estate,  but  also 
the  use,  passed  to  the  conusees,  both  in  law  and  equity ;  so  that 
when  a  recovery  was  suffered,  the  use  in  fee  must  arise  out  of 
the  estate  of  the  conusees.  This  carried  the  case  a  step  further 
than  that  of  Qodbold  v*  Freestone ;  and  it  was  fit  be  should  give 
an  answer  to  it.  Now  this  opinion  seemed  to  him  to  be  grounded 
on  taking  the  common  recovery  in  a  wrong  sense ;  for  this  fine 
and  recovery  might  be  taken  as  two  distinct  conveyances^  and 
taking  it  as  such,  it  was  subject  to  this  objection.  But  as  it 
might  be  taken  as  two  several,  it  might  as  well  be  taken  as  one 
single  conveyance ;  and  the  deed,  the  fine,  and  the  recovery 
might  well  be  taken  as  several  parts  of  one  and  the  same  convey- 
ance, which  was  the  case  in  question,  and  easily  resolved :  for 
where  such  a  conveyance  was  made  by  deed,  fine,  and  common 
recoyery ;  though  the  estate  did  move  from  one  to  another  (as 
conduits),  yet  the  estate  originally  moved  only  from  the  conusor, 
and  the  estate  was  always  in  a  manner  in  him ;  as  if  the  estate 

VOL,  v.  D   D 
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weie  declared  to  one  for  life,  fcmainder  in  taA,  and  no  liimtatrai 

Tit.  11.  c.  4.      ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^9  ^  ^^^  ^^"  result  bade  to  tke  coDneor,  and  not 
t.  20.  gQ  ^  Q^  comiiee  or  reeovieron.    And  so  if  there  be  a  limitation 

of  the  use  of  the  fee,  that  «se  shall  and  must  arise  out  of  the 

estate  of  the  eonueor^  and  not  oot  of  the  estate  of  the  recoverovB* 

Judgment  was  given  for  the  heir  er  parte  maiemd ;  and  oon-^ 

sequently  that  the  recovery  did  not  alter  the  estate. 

Exception.  14.  But  if  a  tenant  in  tail  by  f  urohase  under  a  marriage 

settlement  made  by  his  maitemal  ancestor,  with  the  reversion  in 

fee  by  descent  ex  parte  nuOerni,  suffered  a  common  recovery,  to 

the  use  of  himself  in  fee,  the  estate  would  descend  to  his  heiia 

ex  parte  patemA;  because  the  fee  acquired  by  the  recovery  woidd 

descend  in  die  same  manner  as  the  estate  tail  acquired  by  pur* 

chase  from  the  maternal  ancestor ;  tliat  is,  to  his  paternal  beirs^ 

Marino.  Jg.  Thus,  <where  John  Tregonwell,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the 

2  Stra.  1 179.;     lands  ih  question,  upon  the  mamage  of  Mary  his  eldest  daughter 

5  Tm^p.^*  ^^^  Francis  Luttrell,  by  indenture  executed  in  the  year  1680, 

w^u*^'  444    ^^'^^v*^^  ^  ^^^7  *  "^^9  <^  suffer  a  recovery,  to  the  use  of 

himself  for  life,  remainder  to  Francis  Luttrell  for  life,  remainder 
to  his  daughter  Mary  for  life,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other 
sons  of  the  said  Mary  by  the  said  Francis  Luttrell,  remainder  to 
the  first  and  either  sons  ef  the  said  Mary  by  any  other  husband, 
with  remainder  to  his'own  right  heirs  in  fee.  A  fine  was  levied, 
and  a  recovery  suffered,  to  the  uses  of  this  indenture. 

On  the  death  of  Francis  Luttrell  without  issue  male,  the  said 
Mary  married  8ir  Jacob  Banks,  and  had  issue  by  him  a  son 
named  Jacob,  who,  on  the  death  of  his  father  and  mother, 
became  seised  of  an  estate  tail  in  the  said  (premises,  and  of  the 
reversion  in  fee  tx  parte  wuiiemd,  and  in  the  year  1 725  sofierod  a 
eommon  recovery  in  the  usual  form,  having  by  a  deed  of  bargain 
and  sale  enrolled  made  a  tenant  to  the  pratdpe,  and  declared  by 
die  same  deed,  diat  sudi  recovery  should  be  and  enure  to  the 
use  of  himself  and  his  heirs,  and  died  without  issue.  Upon  the 
death  of  Jacob  Banks,  John  Strachan  entered  into  the  lands  in 
question,  as  heir  ex  parte  patemA,  and  Thomas  Tregonwdl 
brought  an  ejectment  against  him,  claiming  those  lands  as  heir 
to  the  said  Jacob  Banks,  ex  parte  tnatemd.  The  question  waa^ 
whether  this  recovery  did  or  did  not  operate  as  a  new  purchase, 
and  thereby  alter  ^e  descent  ?    The  Court  of  King's  Bench 
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was  of  opiaioD  that  Ibis  reeovery  akefed  tke  nature  of  the'estate, 
and  made  it  deaeen^ble  to  the  heirs  ex  parte  paiemd. 
A  writ  of  error  was  brought  from  this  judgment  in  the  House  6  Brown  PaH. 

Cat  319. 

of  Lords ;  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error^  who  ehumed  ex 
parte  matenfd,  it  was  argued  that  the  rule  of  law  is  clear^  that 
the  estate  of  one  dying  seised  by  descent  ex  parte  matemA,  can 
descend  to  none  but  the  heir  ex  parte  matemA ;  it  being  founded 
on  natural  JHSticei  that  an  estate  should  go  to  the  blood  and 
family  from  whence  it  came^  and  where  the  owner  himself  has 
not  thought  fit  to  gi¥e  it  away  from  them :  that  this  estate  was 
originally  the  inheritance  of  Jacob  Banks's  mother  and  her  an* 
oeators ;  and  therefoio,  if  there  had  been  no  interruption  in  the 
course  of  descent,  it  must  now  descend  to  the  plaintiff:  that  the 
only  interruptions  insisted  on  were  the  settlement  of  1680,  and 
the  recoroy  and  deed  of  uses  in  1725.  As  to  the  former,  it  was 
only  a  temporary  intermption  of  the  possession,  by  the  particular 
or  partial  estates  carved  out  of  the  fee>  the  inheritance  being  still 
left  to  descend  ex  parte  matemA ;  and  n^never  these  particular 
estates  should  detemone,  whether  by  the  death  of  the  parties,  or 
by  bar  or  extinguishment  of  them,  the  possession  would  return  to 
Ihe  old  inheritance  again :  and  as  to  the  latter,  the  reeovery  and 
deed  of  uses  only  determined  and  barred  the  particular  estates, 
and  consequently  let  the  fee  into  possession,  in  the  same  condi- 
tion and  quality  as  when  in  reversion,  and  therefore  could  not 
alter  the  nature  of  the  ancient  use,  or  the  descendible  qnality  of 
it :  that  this  is  clearly  the  case  where  a  fiue  is  levied  by  tenant  in 
tail,  who  has  the  reversion  in  fee  in  himself,  it  having  been 
settled,  that  soch  a  fine  extinguishes  the  estate  tail,  and  lets  the 
old  reversion  into  possession  ;  nor  is  there  any  material  difference 
between  a  fine  and  a  recovery ;  for,  so  fiur  as  their  respective 
powers  teach,  tliey  are  both  universally  held  to  be  bars  of  the 
particular  estates,  and  conveyances  of  Aeir  own  inheritanoe  in 
fee.  It  is  objected,  that  a  recovery  not  only  bars  the  estate  tail 
but  the  remainders  also.  But  that  distinction  is  totally  imma- 
terial, beeause  it  affects  only  the  extent  of  the  bar  or  extinguish^ 
ment,  not  the  manner  in  which  those  instruments  operate ;  it 
proves  the  recovery  to  be  a  bar  or  extinguishment  of  the  estates 
tail,  both  in  possession  and  remainder,  but  does  not  prove  it  to  be 
less  a  bar  or  extinguishment  of  either ;  and  the  bar  or  extinguish'- 
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ment  of  both,  by  the  recovery,  as  much  lets  in  the  reversion  in 
fee  after  both,  as  a  bar  or  extinguishment,  by  fine  of  one,  lets  in 
the  reversion  in  fee  dependent  on  that  one  only :  that  this  dis- 
tinction could  not  be  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  recovery  by  te- 
nant in  tail,  with  an  immediate  reversion  in  fee  to  himself;  and 
it  would  be  extremely  difficult  to  maintain,  that  in  such  a  case 
the  use  would  be  the  old  one,  and  go  ex  parte  matemd;  but  that 
in  the  present  case,  it  was  a  new  one  only,  because  there  was  an 
intermediate  remainder  in  tail,  which  was  equally,  and  but 
equally,  barred  with  the  estate  tail  in  possession ;  or  if  that 
should  be  admitted  to  be  no  material  point  of  distinction,  it 
would  be  as  hard  to  maintain,  that  if  tenant  in  tail,  with  rever- 
sion in  fee  in  himself  descending  ex  parte  matemd,  bars  the  es- 
tate tail  by  fine,  the  resulting  or  declared  use  in  fee  to  himself 
would  be  the  ancient  use,  and  go  ex  parte  matemd ;  but  that  if 
the  same  tenant  in  tail  bars  the  same  estate  tail  by  a  recovery, 
the  resulting  or  declared  use  would  be  a  new  use,  and  go  ex  parte 
pdtemd :  that  it  was  apprehended  no  case  could  be  cited  to  war- 
rant this  distinction ;  and  if  not,  reason  and  equity  pointed  out 
that  they  ought  both  to  have  the  same  efiect. 

It  is  also  objected,  that  a  recovery  is  the  proper  conveyance 
of  a  tenant  in  tail,  with  remainder  over,  and  therefore  operates  as 
a  grant  from  him ;  and  that  the  recoveror  comes  in  under  him, 
in  the  per,  as  his  grantee,  and  therefore  as  a  purchaser.  But 
this  would  be  to  make  the  recovery  operate,  not  as  a  bar  to  the 
particular  estates  tail  in  possession  and  remainder,  which  is  the 
sense  and  language  of  all  the  books,  but  as  a  bar  to  his  own  re- 
version in  fee,  which  is  absurd ;  nor  indeed  is  a  recovery  in  any 
other  sense  a  grant  from  the  tenant  in  tail,  than  as  it  is  a  common 
assurance^  by  which  he  may  bar  those  particular  estates,  and  ac- 
quire or  convey  the  fee  simple  in  possession :  but  it  is  not  less 
such  an  acquisition,  if  he  gets  it  by  barring  the  particular  inter- 
mediate estates,  and  letting  his  own  fee  into  possession,  than  if  it 
could  be  said  to  be  a  grant  of  the  estate  tail  itself  to  himself  in 
fee.  But  whatever  might  be  the  case,  where  the  estate  tail  in 
possession,  together  with  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  others, 
include  the  whole  inheritance,  yet  where  the  tenant  in  tail  in 
possession  has  also  the  reversion  in  fee,  the  recovery  operates  as 
a  conveyance  of  the  reversion,  and  a  bar  to  the  intermediate  es- 
tates.   A  recovery  is  not  a  sort  of  conveyance  more  proper  to 
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bar  remainders^  than  a  fine  is  to  bar  an  estate  tail  alone ;  nor  can 
the  recoveror  come  more  under  the  tenant  in  tail,  or  his  estate, 
or  be  more  properly  a  grantee  from  him  of  his  estate  tail,  than 
the  conusee  of  a  fine  is  under  the  conusor ;  and  yet,  in  this  latter 
case,  that  notion  clearly  does  not  prevent  the  estate  tail  from 
merging  in  the  fee.    It  is,  however,  further  objected,  that  the 
estate  tail  is  continued  and  enlarged  by  the  recovery ;  but  this  is 
at  best  a  very  inaccurate  manner  of  speaking,  if  not  unintelligible 
or  absurd,  since  an  estate  tail  cannot  continue  longer  than  the 
issue  per  formam  doni;  and  a  fee  simple  cannot  with  any  propriety 
be  called  an  enlarged  estate  tail.    The  only  reasonable  sense  of 
such  expression,  is,  that  the  tenant  in  tail,  by  exercising  the 
power  which  the  law  has  given  him,  of  barring  the  estates  tail, 
has  become  possessed  of  the  absolute  fee  in  possession ;  but  in 
this  sense  it  is  no  otherwise  an  enlai^ement  of  his  estate,  than  a 
surrender  of  the  tenant  for  life  to  the  remainder-man  in  fee  is  an 
enlargement  of  the  remainder-man's  estate,  and  is  therefore  more 
properly  an  enlargement  of  the  fee  simple,  by  sinking  the  parti- 
cular estate,  than  an  enlargement  of  the  particular  estate,  which 
is  absolutely  destroyed ;  nor  does  this  manner  of  considering  the 
recovery  in  the  least  injure  the  absoluteness  of  that  power  which 
the  law  gives  the  tenant  in  tail  over  the  estate,  because  he  ac- 
quires as  much  this  way  as  the  other,  with  this  advantageous 
circumstance,  that  it  keeps  the  estate  in  its  natural  channel,  and 
prevents  the  act  done  for  one  purpose  only,  from  enuring  to 
another,  which  the  party  never  thought  of,  and  which,  if  he  had, 
he  might,  and  probably  would  have  avoided. 

In  support  of  the  judgment  it  was  contended,  that  Jacob 
Banks  being  tenant  in  tail,  under  the  settlement  of  1680,  by 
purchase,  and  not  descent,  the  rule  of  descent,  relied  on  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  was  only  applicable  where  the  person,  whose 
estate  is  in  question,  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  seised  by  des- 
cent, and  no  way  affected  or  influenced  the  present  question,  if 
Jacob  Banks  acquired  the  fee  by  suffering  a  recovery  as  tenant 
in  tail  by  purchase :  that  a  tenant  in  tail  is  considered  in  law  as 
possible  owner  of  the  whole  fee,  viz.  that  the  remainders  and  re- 
versions are  in  his  power  by  suffering  a  recovery,  which  is  the 
act  of  tenant  in  tail,  and  takes  its  effect  out  of  the  estate  tail,  in 
right  of  which  alone  he  is  empowered  to  suffer  such  recovery,  as 
he  thereby  acquires,  in  judgment  of  law,  an  absolute  and  pure 
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fee  against  the  retnaindeivinen  and  rerersioner,  althoagh  the  ve- 
yersion  were  in  a  stranger ;  whereas,  by  a  fine,  the  estate  tail  is 
only  extinguished)  and  barred,  as  against  the  issue  in  tail ;  but, 
as  to  the  remaindeiHuen,  or  reversioner,  it  subsists^  notwithstand- 
ing that  act,  as  a  base  or  determinable  fee,  on  failure  of  issue :  it 
was  therefore  apprehended,  that  by  the  recovery,  which  removed 
all  restraints  and  limitations  ensuing  or  dependent  after  the  es- 
tate tail)  the  fee  so  acquired  by  Jacob  Banks  proceeded  out  of 
the  estate  tail,  and  took  its  effect  to  the  use  of  the  person  ao 
enabled  in  law  to  suffer  the  same,  as  the  result  of  his  power,  in 
virtue  of  the  estate  tail,  which  was  gained  by  settlement  (L  e.)  by 
purchase;   and  consequently,  the  remainders   and  reversions 
which  subsisted  before  the  recovery  were  alike  extinguished,  and 
put  to  an  end,  by  force  and  operation  of  such  recovery :  that  if 
the  estate  tail,  as  to  the  issue  only,  is  considered  as  barred  by  a 
recovery,  and  the  old  estate  in  fee  or  reversion,  subject  to  the  es- 
tate tail,  is  let  in,  and  takes  place,  as  contended  for  by  the  plain- 
tiff, the  consequence  and  inconvenience  thereof  would  be,  that 
in  that  case  every  estate  in  the  kingdom,  of  which  a  recovery  is 
suffered  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  seised  also  of  the  reversion  in  fee, 
would  still  remain  liable,  as  assets  by  descent,  to  the  specialty 
debts  of  the  ancestor  from  whom  it  descended  (for  the  estate  tail, 
while  it  subsists,  and  the  base  fee,  gained  by  force  of  a  fine,  sus- 
pends the  remedy  so  long  as  there  is  issue,  and  therefore  pre- 
serves the  debts) ;  and  this  form  of  conveyance,  invented  and 
long  used  to  strengthen  the  title  of  possessors  who  are  tenants  in 
tail,  would  be  a  means  of  destroying  suoh  intention,  and  would 
revive  old  demands,  to  the  ruin  of  many  families. 

After  hearing  counsel  on  the  writ  of  error,  the  Judges  (who 
attended  according  to  order)  were  directed  to  deliver  their  opi- 
nions on  the  following  question,  viz.  '^  Whether,  upon  the  death 
of  Jacob  Banks,  the  estate  in  question  did  by  law  descend  to 
his  heir  on  the  part  of  the  mother  or  not  V*  And  the  Judges 
having  taken  time  to  consider,  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Common  Pleas  delivered  their  reasons  at  large,  and  concluded 
with  their  opinion,  '*  That  the  estate  in  question,  upon  the  death 
of  Jacob  Banks,  did  not  descend  to  his  heirs  on  the  part  of  the 
mother."  Whereupon  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the 
judgment  given  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  should  be 
affirmed. 
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CHAP.  X. 

What  Persons,  Estates,  (oid Interests  toere  not  barred  by  a  Recovery, 


Sicr.    1.  PerwHt  wk»  wer$  n§t  Far' 

3.  Estates  Precedent. 

7.  Estates  in  Dower  and  Jotn- 

twres. 
S3.  MsiaiiM  kektJmre  Uxaris. 


Sbgt.  4§.  Estates  Tail  grmML  by  the 
Crown  for  ServUes, 
54.  Retersions    vested    in   the 

Crown* 
S8.  Estates  held  bif  Elegit. 
SOL  E»ecmt»ry  DemseB. 


Section  L 

No  persons  were  iMirred  by  a  oonmon  recovery  but  those  who  Fenom  who 
were  parties  to  it,  and  tke  isaue  in  tail,  the  remainder-men,  and 
reversioQer,  together  with  the  persons  claiming  under  conditional 
limitations  expectant  on,  or  to  take  effect  upon  the  determinar 
tion  of  the  estates  tail. 

2.  Thus  if  lands  were  gi? en  to  a  husoand  and  wife^  and  tlM  Pigott,  67. 
heirs  of  the  body  of  the  huslMmd,  remainder  over,  and  the  hue- 
band  alone  suffered  a  coiUBoon  recovery,  in  which  he  cane  in 

upon  the  voucher,  and  vouched  over ;  such  recovery  would  bar 
the  estate  tail,  and  the  remainder  over ;  but  woukl  not  bar  the 
wife's  estate,  because  she  was  not  a  party. 

3.  No  estates  or  interests  were  barred  by  a  common  recovery,  Etutes  pre- 
but  those  which  were  subsequent,  in  point  of  limitation,  to  the 

estate  of  which  the  recovery  was  suffered ;  for  all  interests  pre- 
cedent remained  as  they  were  before. 

4.  Thus,  although  a  recovery  were  a  good  bar  to  a  remainder  Piffott,  i37. 
for  years,  limited  to  commence  after  the  detejrmination  ef  an  4  Sim.  65. 
estate  tail ;  yet  if  such  term  were  limited  to  arise  before  the  estate 

tail,  it  would  not  be  barred  by  a  recovery  su£fered  of  the  estate 
tail. 

6.  A.  being  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  in  tfiil,  B»  made  a  Piedgvd  v. 
lease  for  years,  to  commence  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  cro.  Eliz.  718. 
The  tenant  for  life  afterwards  suffered  a  commoa  recovery,  in  ^J®';  *p<^h?6. 
which  the  remainder-man  in  tail  was  vouched :  and  it  was  deter* 
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mined  that  the  term  for  years  was  not  barred  by  the  recovery, 
but  that  the  lessee  might  falsify  it. 
1  Init.  204  b.         6^  If  a  person  was  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees 

to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  his  first  and 
other  sons  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  his  daughters  as  tenants  in 
common  in  tail,  remainder  over;  and  having  a  daughter,  he 
joined  with  her  in  suffering  a  common  recovery;  it  would  be 
good  against  the  tenant  for  life,  and  his  daughter,  and  the  re- 
mainder-man ;  but  the  estates  tail  limited  to  the  first  and  other 
sons,  being  prior  to  the  estate  of  the  daughter,  and  being  sup^ 
ported  by  the  limitation  to  the  trustees,  would  not  be  affected 
by  the  recovery. 
Eiuteiin  7.  It  was  formerly  a  practice  for  women,  having  estates  ia 

joiotores.  dower,  or  jointures,  to  alienate  them  by  fine  or  recovery ;  and  so 

1  iDit.  326  b.     gjyg  ^jjgj^  away  from  their  husband's  family.    To  prevent  this 

practice,  a  statute  was  passed,  11  Hen.  VII.  c.  20,  by  which  it 
was  enacted,  **  That  any  woman  who  had  any  estate  in  dower, 
or  for  term  of  her  life,  or  in  tail,  jointly  with  her  husband,  or 
only  to  herself,  or  to  her  use,  in  any  manors,  8cc.  of  the  inherit- 
ance or  purchase  of  her  husband,  or  given  to  the  said  husband 
and  wife  in  tail,  or  for  term  of  life,  by  any  of  the  ancestors  of 
the  said  husband,  or  by  any  other  person  seised  to  the  use  of  the 
said  husband  or  of  his  ancestors,  and  shall  hereafter,  being  sole, 
or  with  any  after-taken  husband,  discontinue,  alien,  release,  or 
confirm  with  warranty,  or  by  covin  suffer  any  recovery  of  the 
same ;  that  all  such  recoveries,  discontinuances,  8cc.  shall  be 
utterly  void  and  of  no  effect ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  per- 
son in  remainder  or  reversion  to  enter  immediately.*' 
Tiu  35.  c.  9.  8.  In  the  statute  32  Hen.  8.  c.  36.  by  which  the  tenants  in 

tail  were  enabled  to  bar  their  issue  by  fine,  is  the  following 
1. 3.  clause :  "  Provided  always,  that  this  act,  nor  any  thing  herein 

contained,  shall  extend  to  bar  or  exclude  the  lawful  entry,  title, 
or  interest  of  any  heir  or  heirs,  person  or  persons,  in  or  to  any 
manors.  Sec.  by  reason  of  any  fine  or  fines  levied  by  any  woman 
after  the  death  of  her  husband,  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  sta- 
tute 1 1  Hen.  7.,  of  any  manors,  8cc.  of  the  inheritance  or  pur- 
chase of  the*8aid  husband,  or  of  any  of  his  ancestors,  assigned 
to  any  such  woman  in  dower,  for  term  of  life  or  in  tail,  (a) 

(a)  [By  the  sUtule  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c  74.,  for  abolishing  fines  and  recoveries,  and 
for  the  sabrititution  of  more  simple  modes  of  assurance,  it  is  provided,  (sect.  16.)  that 
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9.  The  above  statutes  having  been  made  to  prevent  an  injury,  Wymbishe  «. 
have  always  been  construed  liberally ;  and  therefore  every  kind  pSird.^2. 
of  estate  created  by  the  fine  or  recovery  of  a  jointress,  of  lands 

held  by  her  as  a  jointure,  is  void  against  the  heir  of  the  hus- 
band. 

10.  Thus  where  a  tenant  in  tail,  who  was  a  jointress  within  P»ggot«- 
the  Stat.  1 1  Hen.  7.,  accepted  a  fine  sur  cognizance  de  droit  come  Moo.  250. 
ceo,  jfc.  from  a  stranger,  who  granted  and  rendered  the  lands  to  jeDk.^275. 
the  jointress  for  100  years ;  it  was  adjudged  that  this  was  a  for-  I^q'  ^^' 
feiture;  for  otherwise  the  intention  of  the  statute  might,  by 
practices  of  this  kind,  be  entirely  defeated. 

11.  With  respect  to  the  estates  which  have  been  deemed  to 
be  comprehended  within  this  act,  the  same  liberality  of  construc- 
tion has  been  adopted ;  and  therefore  it  has  been  determined, 
that  whenever  an  estate  has  been  derived,  either  from  the  hus- 
band himself,  or  from  any  of  his  ancestors,  it  is  protected  by 
these  statutes. 

12.  Thus  where  the  ancestor  of  the  husband  made  a  feoffment.  ^J^^;  ?J«>* 

93.  pi.  231. 

in  fee,  upon  condition  that  the  feoffees  should  re-convey  to  the  3  Rep.  60  b. 
husband  and  wife  in  tail.    This  was  adjudged  to  be  such  an       *      *      * 
estate  as  was  intended  by  the  statute. 

13.  So  where  a  man  and  a  woman,  being  joint  tenants  in  fee  Laughter  v. 
simple  of  a  manor,  intermarried,  and  afterwards  levied  a  fine  cro.  Lix.  624. 
thereof  to  a  stranger,  who  rendered  it  to  them  in  tail.    After  the 

death  of  the  husband,  the  wife  married  again,  and  she  and  her 
second  husband  levied  a  fine  of  it.  The  Court  held  that  the 
fine  was  void,  as  to  the  moiety  which  had  originally  been  the 
estate  of  the  husband,  because  it  was  protected  by  this  statute. 

14.  In  the  same  manner  where  one  brother,  in  consideration  Sharington  v. 
of  a  marriage  had  between  his  brother  and  M.,  covenanted  to  piowd.  300. 

where,  under  any  aetUement  made  before  the  passmg  of  this  act,  any  woman  shall  be 
tenant  in  tail  of  lands  within  the  provisions  of  an  act  passed  in  the  eleventh  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  Majesty  King  Henry  the  Seventh,  intituled,  "  Certain  alwuUiont  made  by 
tJu  wifB  of  th§  lands  of  her  deceased  husband  shall  be  void,**  the  power  of  disposition 
hereinbefore  contained,  as  to  such  lands,  shall  not  be  exercised  by  her,  except  with 
soch  assent  as,  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed,  would,  under  the  provisions  of  the  said 
act  of  King  Henry  the  Seventh,  have  rendered  valid  a  fine  or  common  recovery  levied 
or  suffered  by  her  of  such  lands.  And  by  section  17.  it  is  provided,  that  except  as  to 
lands  comprised  in  any  settlement  made  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  the  said  act  of 
the  eleventh  year  of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  Henry  the  Seventh,  shsll  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby  repealed*]   . 
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stand  seiaed  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  and  after  to  the  use  of 
bis  brother  and  his  wife,  for  their  lives ;  this  was  adjudged  to  be 
a  jointure  within  the  statute  1 1  Hen.  7.,  as  moving  from  the 
ancestor  of  the  husband. 

16.  Although  lands  are  settled  in  consideration  of  money  paid  ^ 

by  the  wife  or  her  friends ;  yet  if  the  marriage  appears  to  have 

also  constituted  a  part  of  the  consideration,  the  estate  will  then 

be  considered  as  within  the  statute  1 1  Hen.  7. 

Viiliera  v.  16.  ThuR,  where  a  grandfather  bargained  and  sold  lands  to 

Dyer,  146*.        J*  N.  for  thirty  years,  remainder  to  himself  and  his  wife  for  life, 

K«iiw!  ^  a.     remAindei*  to  his  son  for  life,  remainder  to  his  grandson  and  one 

Moo.  93.  p.       s.,  the  daughter  of  J.  N.,  and  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies  be- 

Vide  infra,        gotten ;  after  which  followed  these  words :   *'  for  the  wbieh 

ThoiiisciQ»^s.P.    ixi&i^KH*  bargained,  and  other  the  premises,  the  said  J.E.coveQaate 

to  pay  the  said  sum  of  70/.  at  certain  days.  Sec"    The  son  after- 
wards married  S.,  who  survived  him,  and  with  a  second  hmsbaBd 
levied  a  fine  of  those  lands.    The  jury  further  found,  dehors 
the  indenture,  that  the  indenture  and  bargain  and  sak  were  as 
well  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  as  of  the  money.    It  was 
Vide  Copiande    held  by  three  Judges  against  Dyer,  that  the  fine  was  vM ;  for 
Jones,  254!    '  they  expounded  the  words'*  given  by  the  ancestors,  &e."  lo  hm 
J  "'k^sia^^*    any  lands  assured  to  the  woman  in  jointure,  either  for  money 

(as  few  marriages  are  made  without  it),  or  else  freely. 
2  Vera.  480.  17.  A  trust  estate,  or  an  equity  of  redemption,  is  within  the 

1    b.  £q.  22  .  g^^QiQ  1 1  n^^^  7^  ^  yf^w  ^  ^  i^gg]  estate ;  for  uses  are  expressly 

mentioned  in  that  statute ;  and  a  trust  is  now  what  a  use  vms 
then. 

18.  With  respect  to  the  estates  which  are  not  comprehended 
within  the  statute  1 1  Hen.  7.,  as  the  ol^ect  of  it  was  only  to 
prevent  women  from  alienating  those  lands  wbieh  were  settled 
on  them  by  their  husbands,  it  therefore  does  not  extend  to  any 
lands  which  were  originally  the  property  of  the  wife,  or  wbick 
were  derived  from  any  of  her  ancestors. 
Eyston  V.  19.  Thus,  where  husband  and  wife,  seised  of  lands  in  right  of 

Stndde,  ® 

Piowd.  463.  the  wife,  levied  a  fine  sur  cognizance  de  droit  come  ceo,  and  took 
^^'  ^'  back  an  estate  to  the  husband  and  wife  in  tail  general,  remainder 
to  the  heirs  of  the  wife.  The  husband  died  leaving  issue  a  son ; 
the  wife  married  a  second  husband,  with  whom  she  joined  in 
levying  another  fine;  on  which  the  son  by  the  first  husband 
entered  for  a  forfeiture  by  the  1 1  Hen.  7.     It  was  determined 
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that  the  last  fine  was  no  forfeiture  by  this  statute ;  for  as  the 
estate  was  originally  the  property  of  the  wife,  it  would  be 
unreasonable  to  restrain  her  from  disposing  of  it,  and  quite 
foreign  to  the  intent  of  the  act ;  for  although  it  might,  within 
the  letter  of  the  act,  be  oonsidered  as  the  purchase  of  the  first 
husband,  by  the  first  fine,  yet  it  was  not  so  in  reality,  as  the 
lands  were  originally  derived  from  the  wife. 

20.  Husband  and  wife  sold  lands  which  were  the  estate  of  the  Palmer,  217« 
wife,  and  purchased  other  lands  with  the  money,  which  were 

settled  on  the  husband  and  wife  in  tail.  This  was  agreed 
arguendo  to  be  a  jointure  within  the  statute,  because  the  money 
was  a  chattel  vested  in  the  husband,  which  he  might  have  di^ 
posed  of  as  he  pleased :  and  therefore  when  he  laid  it  out  in  the 
purchase  of  lands,  the  law  will  consider  them  at  purchased 
by  the  husband. 

21.  [But  where  the  husband  purchases  the  estate,  and  the  WatkiDsv. 
whole  consideration  is  paid  by  the  wife's  sister,  on  condition  that  &  Myi.  377. 
the  estate  be  settled  to  the  use  of  the  husband  and  wife  in  tail, 

there,  though  within  the  letter,  the  case  is  not  within  the  equity 
of  the  above  statute,  and  the  wife  may,  after  the  death  of  the 
husband,  alienate.] 

22.  A  voluntary  gift  by  a  stranger  to  a  husband  and  wife,  is 
not  within  the  statute. 

23.  The  Bishop  of  Exeter  made  a  voluntary  gift  of  lands  to  Ward  v. 
one  Turner  his  servant,  and  Sybill  his  wife,  and  to  the  heirs  of  cro.  Jac.'  173. 
their  two  bodies.    The  husband  died,  and  the  wife  levied  a  fine  i.^'^T^l*  ^^^' 

YelT.  101. 

of  those  lands.  It  was  resolved  that  this  was  not  a  jointure 
within  the  statute  11  Hen.  7. ;  for  the  lands  did  not  come  from 
the  husband,  nor  from  any  of  his  ancestors. 

24.  If  lands  are  limited  by  a  husband,  or  by  any  of  his 
ancestors,  to  the  wife  in  tail  general,  without  any  limitation  to 
the  issue  or  heirs  of  the  husband,  such  estate  is  not  protected  by 
the  Stat.  1 1  Hen.  7. ;  because  the  object  of  that  statute  was  to 
prevent  wives  from  prejudicing  the  issue  or  heirs  of  their  former 
husbands ;  but  where  no  remainder  is  limited  to  such  persons, 
no  prejudice  can  be  done  to  them. 

25.  Thus,  where  a  man  seised  in  fee  devised  lands  to  his  wife  Fosterv.  PttMl, 
in  tail  general,  remainder  over  to  a  stranger ;  after  the  husband's  i4Lf524?' 
death,  the  wife  married  a  second  time,  and  suffered  a  recovery.  K^°'  ^^^' 

^     Hughes  V. 

The  daughter  of  the  first  husband  entered  for  the  forfeiture,  ciubb. 

Com.  R.  369. 
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But  it  was  determinedy  that  although  this  case  was  within  the 
letter  of  the  statute,  yet  it  was  not  within  the  intention  of  it,  the 
remainder  being  limited  from  the  heirs  of  the  husband  to  a 
stranger. 

26.  A  jointure  limited  to  a  woman  in  fee  is  not  within  the 
statute  11  Hen.  7.  for  the  same  reason. 

27.  These  statutes  were  originally  construed  to  extend  to  a 
fine  levied  by  the  husband  and  wife ;  for  Lord  Coke  has  stated 
a  case  where  a  man  seised  of  lands  in  fee*  levied  a  fine  to  the 
use  of  himself  for  life,  and  after  to  the  use  of  his  wife,  and  of 
the  heirs  male  of  her  body  by  him  begotten,  for  her  jointure, 
and  had  issue  male ;  afterwards  he  and  his  wife  levied  a  fine, 
and  suffered  a  common  recovery.  The  husband  and  wife  died ; 
the  issue  male  entered  by  force  of  the  statute  1 1  Hen.  7. ;  and  it 
was  holden  by  the  justices  of  assize,  that  the  entry  of  the  issue 
male  was  lawful. 

28.  The  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  above  case  has,  however, 
been  contradicted  by  a  more  modern  determination. 

29.  A  father,  in. consideration  of  the  marriage  of  his  scMi,  and 
of  200/.  portion,  covenanted  to  convey  lands  to  the  use  of  the 
son  and  his  wife,  and  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  wife,  re- 
mainder to  his  own  right  heirs.  A  conveyance  was  made 
accordingly,  and  the  husband*and  wife  joined  in  levying  a  fine  of 
the  lands.  It  was  resolved,  first,  that  this  was  a  jointure  within 
the  intent  of  the  statute,  although  part  of  the  consideration  was 
money  paid  by  the  father  of  the  wife  to  the  father  of  the  hus- 
band. II.  That  the  fine  did  not  operate  as  a  forfeiture,  either 
within  the  words  or  intention  of  the  statute ;  for  the  wife  was 
not  sole,  nor  was  the  alienation  with  an  after-taken  husband ; 
and  the  object  of  the  statute  was  only  to  provide  against  the 
disherision  of  the  heirs  of  the  husband  contrary  to  his  intention. 

30.  The  right  of  entry  which  is  given  by  the  stat.  11  Hen.  7. 
is  not  confined  to  the  heir  of  the  husbakid,  but  is  extended  to 
the  person  to  whom  the  inheritance  is  to  go  after  the  decease  of 
the  woman,  whether  he  be  the  heir  of  the  husband,  or  a  stranger 
deriving  under  the  heir  of  the  husband. 

31.  Thus,  where  Sir  Richard  Bridges  made  a  feoffment  of 
lands  to  trustees,  on  condition  that  they  should  give  back  the 
same  to  him  and  his  wife,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies 
begotten,  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  Sir  Richard,  which  was 
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accordiogly  done.  Sir  Richard  bad  issue  by  his  wife  a  son, 
named  Anthony^  and  died.  Anthony,  in  the  lifetime  of  his 
mother,  conveyed  the  lands  by  fine  to  Sir  G.  Browne  in  fee ;  the 
wife  afterwards  made  a  lease  for  three  lives,  not  warranted  by  the 
statute  32  Hen.  8.,  whereupon  Sir  G.  Browne  entered ;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  his  entry  was  lawful  within  the  statute 
1 1  Hen.  7.  It  was  resolved,  that  the  entry  of  Sir  G.  Browne  was 
lawful,  because  he  was  the  person  who  had  the  immediate  right 
to  the  inheritance  after  the  death  of  the  wife. 

32.  By  the  8th  and  9th  sections  of  the  statute  1 1  Hen.  7.  it  Lincolo  Col. 
is  provided,  that  it  shall  not  extend  to  any  recovery  to  be  had  vide  supnu  p.  * 
with  the  heirs  next  inheritable  to  the  woman ;  or  where  the  per-  ^^"  ^^^  w- 
son  next  in  remainder  consents  io  the  same ;  provided  such  con- 
sent appear  on  record. 

33.  By  the  common  law,  if  a  husband  seised  of  lands  in  right  Esutet  held 
of  his  wife,  had  levied  a  fine  of  them  without  her  concurrence,  it  ^i  inst.  326  a. 
operated  as  a  discontinuance ;   by  which  means  the  wife  was 

barred  of  her  entry,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  and  was 
obliged  to  bring  her  writ  of  cui  in  vitd :  and  therefore,  Littleton  s.  731. 
says,  the  judges  would  not  permit  a  man  to  levy  a  fine  alone  of 
his  wife's  estate. 

34.  This  produced  a  clause  in  the  stat.  32  Hen.  8.  c.  28.  s.  6. 
by  which  it  is  enacted,  **  That  no  fine,  feofiment,  or  other  act 
or  acts  thereafter  to  be  made,  suffered,  or  done  by  the  husband 
only,  of  any  manors,  &c.  being  the  inheritance  or  freehold  of  his 
wife,  during  the  coverture  between  them,  shall  in  any  wise  be 
or  make  any  discontinuance  thereof,  or  be  prejudicial  or  hurtful 
to  the  said  wife,  or  to  her  heirs,  or  to  such  as  shall  have  right,  title, 
or  interest  to  the  same,  by  the  death  of  such  wife  or  wives :  but 
the  same  wife  and  her  heirs,  and  such  other  to  whom  such  right 
shall  appertain,  after  her  decease,  shall  and  may  then  lawfully  enter 
into  all  such  manors,  &c. ;  any  such  fine,  feoffment,  or  other  act 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding ;  fines  levied  by  the  husband  and 
wife,  whereunto  the  said  wife  is  party  and  privy,  only  except." 

35.  This  act  having  been  made  to  suppress  a  wrong,  and  to  i  Inst.  326  a. 
give  the  injured  party  a  more  speedy  remedy  than  what  the  s  Rep.  71. 
common  law  afforded,  it  has  been  construed  liberally.     So  that  ^"^^"Jjjj, 
where  lands  were  given  to  a  husband  and  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  68i.  lUp.  139. 
their  two  bodies,  and  the  husband  alone  levied  a  fine  thereof, 

and  died;  the  entry  of  the  wife  was  adjudged  to  be  lawful; 


1  Init.  326  a. 

Estate!  tail 

granted  by  the 
*                            Crown  for  aer* 

▼icca.  Dyer, 

32  a. 

Wiaeman'f 

case,  2  Rep.  15 

Mitford  V, 

Elliot, 

1  Mooie,  434. 

8  Taunt.  1. 
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although  the  words  of  the  act  are,  ''  being  the  inheritanoe  or 
freehold  of  the  wife ;"  whereas  in  this  case  the  lands  were  as 
well  the  inheritance  and  freehold  of  the  husband  as  of  the  wife. 
Dyer,  162.  pi,        36.  Where  hasband  and  wife  were  joint  purchasers  in  tail, 

renaainder  to  the  wife  in  fee,  and  the  husband  alone  IcTied  a 
fine  and  died ;  this  was  an  alienation  within  the  statute. 

1  Inst.  326  a.        37*  Lord  Coke  says,  if  a  husband  cause  a  pracipe  quod  reddat 

upon  a  feint  title  to  be  brought  against  him  and  his  wife,  and 
suffers  a  recovery  without  any  Toucher,  and  execution  is  had 
against  him  and  his  wife,  yet  this  is  helped  by  the  statute ;  for 
this  is  the  act  of  the  husband,  and  the  words  of  the  statute  are, 
''  made,  suffered,  or  done." 

2  Inst.  681.  38.  Although  the  King  be  not  named  in  this  act,  yet  he  is 

bound  by  it  as  well  as  a  subject.  So  that  if  a  husband  atone 
levied  a  fine  of  his  wife's  land  to  the  King,  still  the  wife  might 
enter  after  the  death  of  her  husband. 

39.  If  the  wife  died  before  entry,  her  issue  might  enter ;  and 
if  she  had  no  issue,  then  the  person  in  remainder  or  reversion 
might  enter,  by  the  very  words  of  the  statute. 

40.  When  recoveries  were  established  as  common  aasaurances, 
the  judges  held  that  every  kind  of  estate  tail,  whether  created 
by  a  subject  or  by  the  Crown,  was  barrable  by  a  common  re- 
covery; as  also  all  such  remainders  over,  and  revetsiona,  as 
were  vested  in  any  private  persons.  And  even  where  the  ulti- 
mate reversion  was  vested  in  the  Crown,  it  was  fully  estaUished 
that  a  common  recovery  would  bar  the  issue  in  tail,  and  all  m- 
termediate  remaind^fs  between  the  estate  tail  and  the  reveraioa 
vested  in  the  Crown :  for  otherwise  a  perpetuity  might  have 
been  created,  by  limiting  the  ultimate  reversion  to  the  Crownu 

41.  By  the  staL  34  &  36  Hen.  8.  c.  20.  reciting  that  where 
divers  of  the  King's  progenitors,  and  especially  the  King  him- 
self, had  given  and  granted,  or  otherwise  provided  to  his  and 
their  subjects,  manors.  Sic.  to  them  and  to  the  heirs  male  of 
their  bodies,  or  to  the  heirs  of  their  bodies ;  minding  at  the  time 
of  such  gifts  not  only  to  prefer  and  advance  jMresently  the  donees, 
but  also  their  heirs  in  blood  of  their  bodies,  according  to  the 
limitations  of  the  said  gifts,  to  the  intent  that  recompense  for 
the  service  of  such  donees  should  not  only  be  a  benefit  for  their 
own  persons,  but  a  continual  profit  and  commodity  to  and  for 
their  heirs  coming  of  their  bodies,  whereby  such  heian  should 
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have  in  special  meinory  and  daily  remembrance  the  profit  that 
they  had  and  took  by  the  service  of  their  ancestors,  done  to  the 
kings  of  the  realm,  and  thereby  be  the  better  encouraged  to  do 
like  service  to  their  sovereign  lord.  And  forasmuch  as  sundry 
BQch  donees  in  tail  and  their  heirs  had  suffered,  and  daily  suf- 
fered, by  their  consents,  untrue  and  feigned  recoveries  to  be  had 
against  them  with  common  voucher  or  otherwise  of  manors,  8cc. 
80  given,  granted,  or  provided  in  tail,  by  the  King  or  his  pro- 
genitors as  aforesaid,  to  the  intent  by  fraud,  covin,  and  untrue 
means,  not  only  to  bind  and  defeat  their  heirs,  inheritable  by 
the  limitation  of  such  gifts,  whereby  questions  and  diversities  of 
opinions  had  risen,  whether  such  feigned  and  untrue  recoveries 
against  such  tenants  in  tail,  by  their  own  consent,  of  lands,  &c. 
whereof  the  reversion  or  remainder  was  in  the  King,  at  the  time  See  alao  sut. 
of  such  recoveries  had,  should,  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  c.  74.  s.  is. 
tail,  bind  the  heirs  in  tail  or  not. 

42.  It  is  enacted  by  the  second  section  of  this  statute,  **  That 
no  sndi  feigned  recovery  thereafter  to  be  had  by  assent  of  parties 
against  any  such  tenant  or  tenants  in  tail  of  any  lands,  &c. 
whereof  the  reversion  or  remainder,  at  the  time  of  such  recovery 
had,  shall  be  in  the  King,  shall  bind  or  conclude  the  heirs  in 
tail,  whether  any  common  voucher  be  had  in  any  such  feigned 
recovery  or  not ;  but  that  after  the  death  of  every  such  tenant  in 
tail,  against  whom  any  such  recovery  shall  be  had,  the  heirs  in 
tail  may  enter,  have,  and  enjoy  the  lands,  &c.  according  to  the 
form  of  the  gift  of  entail ;  the  said  recovery,  or  any  other  thing 
or  things  to  be  had,  done,  or  suffered  by  or  against  any  such 
tenant  in  tail,  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

And  it  is  further  enacted  by  the  third  section  of  this  statute, 
**  That  the  heirs  of  every  such  tenant  in  tail,  against  whom  any 
such  feigned  recovery  shall  be  had,  shall  take  no  advantage  for 
any  recompense  in  value  against  the  voucher,  nor  his  heirs." 

43.  Lofd  Coke  has  observed,  that  in  the  construction  of  this  i  last  372  b. 
statute,  the  judges  have  laid  down  the  ten  following  rules : 

**  h  The  estate  tail  must  be  created  by  a  King,  and  not  by  any 
subject,  albeit  the  King  be  his  heir  to  the  reversion ;  for  the 
preamble  speaks  of  gifts  made  to  subjects,  and  none  can  have 
subjects  but  the  King ;  and  also  in  the  preamble  it  is  said,  (for 
service  done  to  the  kings  of  the  realm),  and  the  body  of  the  act 
refenreth  to  the  preamble,  and  therefore  if  the  Duke  of  Lancaster 
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had  made  a  gift  in  tail,  aod  the  reversion  descended  to  the 
King,  yet  was  not  that  estate  tail  restrained  by  that  statute,  and 
so  of  the  like.  II.  If  the  King  grant  over  the  reversion,  (a)  then 
a  recovery  suffered  will  bar  the  estate  tail,  because  the  King 
had  no  reversion  at  the  time  of  the  recovery.  III.  If  the  King 
make  a  gift  in  tail,  the  remainder  in  tail,  or  grant  the  reversion 
in  taily  keeping  the  reversion  in  the  Crown,  a  recovery  against 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession  shall  neither  bar  the  estate  tail  in 
possession  by  the  express  purview  of  the  statute,  nor,  by  conse- 
quence, the  estate  in  remainder  or  reversion,  for  that  the  rever- 
sion or  remainder  cannot  be  barred,  but  where  the  estate  tail  in 
possession  is  barred.  IV.  If  a  subject  make  a  gift  in  tail,  the 
remainder  to  the  King  in  fee,  albeit  the  words  of  the  statute  be 
(whereof  the  reversion  or  remainder  of  the  same,  &c)  yet  seeing 
the  estate  in  tail  was  not  created  by  a  King,  as  hath  been  said, 
the  estate  tail  may  be  barred  by  a  common  recovery.  V.  If 
Prince  Henry,  son  of  Henry  VII.,  had  made  a  gift  in  tail,  the 
remainder  to  Henry  VII.  in  fee,  which  remainder,  by  the  death 
of  Henry  VII.,  had  descended  to  Henry  VIII.,  so  as  he  had  the 
remainder  by  descent,  yet  might  tenant  in  tail,  for  the  cause 
aforesaid,  bar  the  estate  tail  by  a  common  recovery.  VI.  The 
word  (remainder)  in  the  statute  is  no  vain  word,  for  the  words 
of  the  preamble  be,  the  King  hath  given  or  granted,  or  other- 
wise provided,  to  his  servants  and  subjects.  The  word  (rever- 
sion) in  the  body  of  the  act,  hath  reference  to  these  words  (given 
or  granted),  and  (remainder)  hath  reference  to  these  words  (other- 
wise provided),  as  if  the  King,  in  consideration  of  money,  or  of 
assurance  of  land,  or  for  other  consideration  by  way  of  pro- 
vision, procure  a  subject,  by  deed  indented  and  enrolled,  to 
make  a  gift  in  tail  to  one  of  his  servants  and  subjects,  for  re- 
compense of  service  or  other  consideration,  the  remainder  to  the 
king  in  fee,  and  all  this  appear  of  record ;  this  is  a  good  provi- 
sion within  the  statute,  and  the  tenant  in  tail  cannot  by  a 
common  recovery  bar  the  estate  tail :  so  it  is  if  the  remainder 
be  limited  to  the  King  in  tail :  but  if  the  remainder  be  limited 
to  the  King  for  years,  or  for  life,  that  is  no  such  remainder  as  it 
is  intended  by  the  statute,  because  it  is  of  no  remainder  of  con- 


(a)  [At  thii  day  the  Crown  cannot  alien  the  rerereion  or  remainder  in  fee  by  nny 
other  means  than  an  act  of  parliament.    1  Prest.  Conv.  19.    Vide  infra,  aect.  67.] 
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tinuance^  as  it  oaght  to  be,  as  it  appeareth  by  the  preamble ; 
and  it  ought  to  have  some  affinity  with  a  reversion,  wherewith  it 
is  joined.    VII.  Where  a  common  recovery  cannot  bar  the 
estate  tail  by  force  of  the  said  statute,  there  a  fine  levied  in  fee, 
in  tail,  for  lives  or  years,  with  proclamations  according  to  the 
statutes,  shall  not  bar  the  estate  tail,  or  the  issue  in  tail,  where 
the  reversion  or  remainder  is  in  the  King,  as  is  aforesaid,  by 
reason  of  these  words  in  the  said  act  (the  said  recovery,  or  any 
thing  or  things  hereafter  to  be  had,  done,  or  suffered,  by  or 
against  any  such  tenant  in  tail  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding), 
which  words  include  a  fine  levied  by  such  a  donee,  and  restrain* 
eth  the  same.    VIII.  But  where  a  common  recovery  shall  bar 
the  estate  tail,  notwithstanding  that  statute,  there  a  fine  with 
proclamations  shall  bar  the  same  also.    IX.  Where  the  said 
latter  words  of  the  statute  be  (had,  done,  or  suffered  by  or 
against  any  such  tenant),  the  sense  and  construction  is,  where 
tenant  in  tail  is  party  or  privy  to  the  act,  be  it  by  doing  or  suf- 
fering that  which  should  work  the  bar,  and  not  by  mere  permis- 
sion, he  being  a  stranger  to  the  act,  as  if  tenant  in  tail  of  the 
gift  of  the  King,  the  reversion  to  the  King  expectant,  is  disseised, 
and  the  disseisor  levy  a  fine,  and  five  years  pass,  this  shall  bar 
the  estate  tail :  (a)  and  so  if  a  collateral  ancestor  of  the  donee 
release  with  warranty,  and  the  donee  suffer  the  warranty  to 
descend  without  any  entry  made  in  the  life  of  the  ancestor,  this 
shall  bind  the  tenant  in  tail,  because  he  is  not  party  or  privy  to 
any  act  either  done  or  suffered  by  or  against  him.     X.  Albeit 
the  preamble  of  the  statute  extends  only  to  gifts  in  tail  made  by 
the  kings  of  England  before  the  act,  (viz.  hath  given  and 
granted,  8cc.),  and  the  body  of  the  act  referred  to  the  preamble, 
(viz.  that  no  such  feigned  recovery  hereafter  to  be  had  against 
such  tenant  in  tail),  so  as  this  word  (such)  may  seem  to  couple 
the  body  and  the  preamble  together ;  yet  in  this  case  (such) 
shall  be  taken  for  such  in  equal  mischief,  or  in  like  case ;  and 
by  divers  parts  of  the  act,  it  appeareth  that  the  makers  of  the 

(a)  The  only  authority  quoted  by  Lord  Coke  in  rapport  of  this  position,  it  the  caie 
of  Stratfield  v.  Dover,  Trin.  39  £liz.  which  is  reported  in  1  Cro.  595.  612.  but  no  judg- 
ment was  given  on  this  point ;  and  Justice  Walmsley  observed,  that  if  such  a  doctrine 
were  admitted,  it  would  be  a  common  mischief,  for  then  tenants  in  tail  of  the  gift  Of 
the  crown  might  get  themselves  disseised,  in  which  case  a  fine  levied  by  the  disseisor 

ould  bar  the  issue.    Vide  1  Sid.  166.    1  Roll.  Rep.  ni,r^NoU  to  fmnm  §ditum. 
VOL.    V.  E    E 
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act  intended  to  extend  it  to  fature  gifts,  and  so  is  the  law  taken 

at  this  day,  without  question. 

44.  As  this  statute  deprives  tenants  in  tail  of  the  gift  of  the 

Crown  of  all  power  of  alienation,  the  Judges  have  construed  it 
Mulgravet'.  strictly;  and  it  is  observable,  that  an  estate  tail  of  this  kind  is 
Tit.  35.  c.  13.    the  only  perpetuity  which  can  possibly  be  created  without  the 

aid  of  the  legislature. 

46.  Thus,  where  a  person  conveyed  fands  to  the  Crown,  to  the 
intent  that  the  Crown  should  reconvey  them  to  the  same  person 
in  tail,  reserving  the  ultimate  reversion  to  the  Crown ;  such  an 
estate  was  held  not  to  be  within  the  protection  of  this  statute. 

Johnson  ».  46.  Thus,  where  William  Earl  of  Derby  conveyed  lands  to 

pfgott,  2oT.       trustees,  to  the  intent  that  they  should  convey  the  same  to 
2  Show.  104.     Queen  Elizabeth,  her  heirs  and  successors,  that  the  Earl  of 

Derby  might  accept  of  a  gran(  from  the  Crown  of  the  same 
lands,  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  leaving  the  ulti- 
mate reversion  in  the  Crown,  which  was  accordingly  done.  It 
was  determined,  that  this  estate  tail  was  not  within  the  prptec- 
tion  of  those  statutes,  it  being  a  fraudulent  contrivance  to  create 
a  perpetuity. 

47.  No  estate  tail  granted  by  the  Crown  will  fall  under  the 
protection  of  these  statutes,  unless  the  grant  appear  to  have  been 
made  as  a  reward  for  services. 

rerVmsv.  48.  Thus,  where  it  was  found  by  special  verdict,  that  one 

1  Black.  R.       William  Dexter,  being  tenant  in  fee  of  the  premises,  enfeoffed 
664^  4  Burr.      ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  Ji^xhy,  afterwards  King  Henry  IV.,  to  hold  to 

bim  and  his  heirs.  Afterwards  the  King,  by  letters  patent 
under  the  duchy  seal  of  Lancaster,  7  Hen.  IV.,  reciting  the  said 
feoffment,  and  that  Margaret  the  wife  of  John  Milton  was  grand- 
daughter and  heir  of  William  Dexter,  and  that  Milton  and  his 
wife  had  petitioned  the  King  to  be  fully  re-enfeoffed  thereof ; 
nous  voulantz  cele  pariie  soit  fait  ceo  que  loy^  honefoy^  et  can" 
science  demandent,  have  of  our  especial  grace  given  and  granted 
to  the  said  John  Milton  and  Margaret  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of 
the  body  of  the  said  Margaret,  the  said  premises  to  be  holden  as 
of  the  King  and  his  heirs,  dukes  of  Lancaster,  as  of  the  duchy  of 
Lancaster  in  chief  for  ever,  with  reversion  to  the  King  and  his 
heirs,  dukes  of  Lancaster,  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  said  Mar- 
garet. The  question  was,  whether  the  entail  created  by  the 
letters  patent  of  Hen.  IV.,  with  the  reversion  to  the  King  in  fee. 
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was,  under  all  its  circumstances,  such  an  estate  tail  as  was  pro- 
tected from  being  barred  by  a  common  recovery,  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  34  Hen.  8.  c.  20.  It  was  insisted  for  the  plaintiff, 
I.  That  no  estate  was  intended  to  be  protected  by  that  statute 
but  such  as  had  been  given  or  provided  by  the  King  in  reward  of 
some  special  services,  because  the  preamble  of  the  act  speaks 
only  of  estates  granted  upon'  such  considerations.  IT.  That  this 
grant  appeared  upon  the  face  of  it  to  be  merely  a  restitution  of 
what  belonged  of  right  to  the  grantees;  an  act  of  justice,  and 
not  of  bounty  in  the  King,  ceo  que  loy,  bonefoy,  et  conscience  de^ 
mandent ;  for  which  purpose  it  must  be  supposed,  either  that  a 
legal  title  subsisted  in  the  grantees,  paramount  to  the  title  of 
King  Henry  IV.,  by  means  of  some  condition  or  defeasance  an-* 
nexed  to  William  Dexter's  feoffment  to  the  Earl  of  Derby,  or 
that  Dexter  and  his  heirs  had  an  equitable  right,  and  that  King 
Henry  IV.,  when  Earl  of  Derby,  was  merely  a  feoffee  to  uses. 
To  this  it  was  answered  for  the  defendant :  I.  That  if  the  words 
of  an  enacting  clause  are  wider  and  more  extensive  than  the 
preamble,  the  preamble  shall  not  narrow  and  confine  them ;  that 
though  the  principal  purview  of  the  act  was  to  protect  such 
estates  tail  as  were  granted  for  services  done,  yet  this  was  not 
the  only  reason.  The  diminution  of  the  King's  feodal  rights 
was  also  expressly  alleged  as  another  reason,  which  would  ha|)- 
pen  oftener  by  cutting  off  entails,  and  thereby  preventing  infan* 
cies  and  wardships.  That  if  services  were  indispensably  neces- 
sary to  bring  a  grant  within  the  protection  of  the  statute,  the 
law  would,  at  this  distance  of  time,  presume  them.  That  in  the 
statute  of  fines,  32  Henry  8.  c.  36.,  there  is  the  same  protection 
of  estates  tail,  the  reversion  of  which  is  in  the  Crown ;  and  in 
pari  materia  both  statutes  should  be  uniformly  construed.  That 
in  1  And.  140,  and  1  Inst.  373,  where  this  statute  is  fully  ex- 
plained, not  a  word  appears  to  prove  that  services  must  be  stated 
in  the  grant.  II.  That  an  entail  which  had  lasted  three  hun-» 
dred  and  sixty  years  under  the  protection  of  this  statute,  ought 
not  now  to  be  shaken  by  presumptions  and  conjectures.  ltd 
having  been  so  long  unbarred,  gives  a  presumption,  that  the 
owners  knew  it  was  unbarrable.  The  first  attempt  to  alter  the 
entail  was  in  1662,  when  there  was  no  King  in  being,  and  all  the 
crown  lands,  as  well  in  reversion  as  in  possession,  were  vested  in 
trustees  for  sale ;  and  if  the  reversion  is  once  out  of  the  Crown, 

£  E  2 
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the  protection  is  gone.  IIL  That  there  was  no  ground  to  sup- 
pose a  condition  or  defeasance  annexed  to  Dexter's  feoffment ; 
as  the  feoffment  is  recited,  and  no  mention  made  of  any  de- 
feasance or  condition.  IV.  That  supposing  the  Earl  of  Derby  a 
feoffee  to  use,  which  was  not  proved,  still  the  grant  of  Henry 
IV.  was  free  and  gratuitous ;  for  as  the  law  of  uses  then  stood, 
before  the  statute  1  Rich.  3.  c.  5,  if  the  King,  when  a  private 
man,  was  seised  to  a  use,  upon  the  assumption  of  the  Crown,  the 
use  was  extinguished,  and  the  King  became  absolute  owner  of 
the  estate.  To  re-grant  it  to  the  feoffor  might  be  generous  and 
honourable,  but  was  (legally  speaking)  gratuitous.  But  it  could 
not  be  the  execution  of  a  use,  because  the  King  only  grants  an 
estate  tail,  reserving  the  fee  to  himself,  makes  it  a  tenure  in 
capite,  and  to  be  holden  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster ;  which  is 
quite  incompatible  with  the  idea  of  the  Earl  of  Derby's  being 
merely  a  feoffee  to  uses,  which  must  have  been  executed  in  the 
same  plight  as  when  the  original  feoffment  was  made. 

Lord  Mansfield. — ^*  It  is  certain  that  the  preamble  of  a  statute 
cannot  restrain  the  enacting  part  of  it,  where  the  enacting  part 
is  clearly  larger  than  the  preamble.  But  in  this  case,  the  estates 
mentioned  in  the  enacting  part,  clearly  refer  to  those  in  the 
preamble,  by  the  word  '  such/  which  runs  through  the  whole. 
It  must  therefore  be  admitted,  that  in  order  to  obtain  the  pro- 
tection of  the  statute  of  Hen.  8.,  the  estate  tail  must  be  of  the 
gift  or  provision  of  the  King,  by  way  of  reward.  As  for  the  ser- 
vices, which  are  the  consideration  of  such  gift,  these  must,  at  a 
distance  of  time,  be  presumed,  and  need  not  be  proved.  To  take 
it  out  of  the  statute,  you  must  show  that  it  is  not  of  the  gift  or 
provision  of  the  King.  And,  in  the  present  case,  it  is  plainly 
not  so,  upon  the  face  of  it  The  petition  is  founded  upon  no 
other  consideration,  than  that  Elizabeth  Milton  was  cousin  and 
heir  of  Dexter,  who  enfeoffed  the  Earl  of  Derby.  No  merits  are 
mentioned,  notwithstanding  the  statute  4  Hen.  4.  c.  4.  was  then 
recent.  The  King  himself  states,  that  he  was  bound  to  make 
the  giant  by  /ato,  good  faith,  and  conscience.  What  the  circum- 
stances of  the  fact  were,  cannot  now  be  discovered ;  whether  a 
defeasance,  a  condition,  or  a  use,  or  any  thing  else.  Nor  is  it 
material  to  know.  It  is  enough,  that  the  King  has  recited  ge- 
nerally, that  he  was  bound  to  do  it.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  a 
gift.    As  to  the  objection,  that  the  King  granted  only  a  parti- 
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cular  estate,  and  kept  back  the  fee»  that  might  be  all  he  was 
boand  to  do.  Nor  can  we  reason  very  conclusively  from  the 
conduct  of  such  a  prince  as  Henry  IV.  He  might  possibly  do 
only  half  justice.  Such  things  have  happened  in  later  times. 
Lord  Anglesey,  after  the  restoration,  was  obliged  to  restore  the 
estates  he  had  got  during  the  rebellion  in  Ireland ;  yet  many  of 
the  poor  owners  were  glad  to  compound,  and  take  leases  for 
ninety-nine  years,  instead  of  the  fee.  Upon  the  whole,  as  the 
estate  was  not  of  the  King's  gift,  I  think  it  not  within  the  pro- 
tection of  the  statute,  and  therefore  the  recovery  is  good.''  Mr. 
Justice  Yates  was  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  said,  the  Court 
would  not  stretch  to  enlarge  the  interpretation  of  a  statute, 
which  prohibits  the  natural  right  of  alienation  by  tenant  in 
tail. 

49.  No  alteration  however  in  the  limitations  of  an  estate  tail, 
whereof  the  reversion  continues  in  the  Crown,  will  enable  the 
tenant  in  tail  to  bar  his  issue,  or  the  reversion. 

50.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Derby,  one  of  the  ques-  Murray  v. 
tions  was,  whether  an  estate  tail,  granted  by  Richard  III.  to  the  p^^^  ^'^ 
Derby  family  as  a  reward  for  services,  which  by  a  private  act  of  l'^V^:}P^' 
4  Jac.  1.  was  limited  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  family  in  a  differ-  2  Show.  104. 
ent  manner  from  that  in  which  it  had  been  limited  by  the  letters     '  ^°^' 
patent,  the  reversion  still  continuing  in  the  Crown,  was  within 

the  protection  of  these  statutes  1  And  the  majority  of  the  Judges  8  wus.  Rep. 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  were  of  opinion,  that  notwithstand- 
ing the  alterations  made  by  the  private  act  of  parliament,  as 
they  were  all  within  the  compass  of  the  old  entail,  and  as  the 
reversion  still  continued  in  the  Crown,  the  estate  was  within  the 
protection  of  the  34  &  35  Hen.  8. 

51.  It  was  formerly  usual  for  persons  who  were  seised  of 
estates  tail  of  this  kind  to  procure  the  concurrence  of  the  Crown 
to  alienate  them,  which  was  commonly  effected  in  this  manner : 
— The  Crown  conveyed  the  reversion  to  a  subject,  either  in  trust 
for  itself,  or  for  the  tenant  in  tail,  by  which  means  a  fine  or  re- 
covery was  a  good  bar  of  the  estate  tail,  according  to  the  second 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke. 

52.  Thus,  it  was  held  by  all  the  Judges,  that  if  the  King  Chester6eld'8 
made  a  gift  in  tail,  reserving  the  reversion  to  himself,  and  after-  4^^/ T.^Raym. 
wards  permitted  the  tenant  in  tail  to  suffer  a  common  recovery,  ^'  ^^* 

by  granting  the  reversion  to  a  stranger,  in  trust  to  re-convey  it 
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after  llie  recovery  was  had,  a  common  recoveiy  suffered  under 
these  circumstances  would  bar  both  the  estate  tail  and  the  rever- 
sion ;  because  the  reversion  was  once  severed  from  the  Crown, 
by  which  means  the  privity  of  estate  was  destroyed :  for  the  in- 
tention of  the  statute  was  only  to  restrain  common  recoveries, 
where  the  reversion  always  continued  in  the  Crown,  without  any 
alteration. 
Tit. 34.  63.  Since  the  statute  t  Ann.  st.  I.  c  7.  the  above  mode  of 

evading  this  act  is  effectually  prevented,  the  Crown  being  re- 
strained by  that  statute  from  alienating  its  ancient  possessions 
in  fee  simple ;  and  therefore  an  act  of  parliament  is  the  only 
mode  by  which  such  an  entail  can  now  be  barred, 
nermioni  54.  Before  the  statute  De  donis,  when  the  King  created  a 

rrawn.'°  '  Conditional  fee,  there  remained  nothing  in  the  Crown  but  a  bare 
Pigoti,  8S.  possibility ;  and  if  the  donee  had  issue,  and  afterwards  aliened, 
AViMing,  the  King's  possibility  was  barred,  as  well  as  Uiat  of  the  subjecL 

'  After  the  statute  De  donU  had  turned  that  possibility  into  a  re- 
version, and  after  common  recoveries  were  allowed  to  be  com- 
mon assurances,  and  to  bar  remainders  and  reversions,  it  became 
a  question  how  far  a  recovery  could  bar  a  remainder  or  reversion 
l>lowd.  653.       vested  in  the  King :  and  it  was  held  by  the  Judges,  that  thongh 
""■       '■     a  recovery  suffered  by  a  tenant  in  tail  barred  the  estate  tail,  yet 
that  it  would  not  affect  any  interest  which  the  King  bad  in  the 
remainder  or  reversion,  as  tbey  did  not  venture  to  assert  that  the 
Crown  could  be  deprived  of  any  part  of  its  property,  under 
pretence  of  a  recompense  in  value,  which  was  merely  imaginary. 
lUeof.  86.  55.  Pigottsays,  it  is  vexala  qutitio  bow  far,  at  common  law,  a 

remainder  vested  in  the  King  was  divested  by  recovery  and  dis- 
continuance; but  he  afterwards  admits  that  neither  a  fine  nor 
common  recovery  can  divest  any  estate  in  remainder  or  reversion 
out  of  the  King.  He  then  says,  that  if  a  recovery  be  on  good 
title  against  tenant  in  tail,  and  the  King  has  the  remainder  by  a 
defeasible  title,  there  it  shall  divest  the  remainder  out  of  the 
King,  and  restore  and  remit  the  right  owners. 

66.  This  opinion  appears  to  be  founded  on  the  determina- 
>0.  tiong  in  Wiseman's  case,  and  Cholmley's  case,  where  the  Court 
held  that  the  limitation  of  the  reversion  to  the  Crown  was  void, 
and  therefore  that  such  reversion  was  barred  by  the  recovery ; 
but  admitted  that  if  the  reversion  had  been  well  vested  in  the 
Crown,  it  could  not  have  been  barred.    This  doctrine  has  been 
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however  denied   by  some  modern  lawyers  of  great  eminence. 

The  late  Mr.  Macnamara,  in  a  very  able  opinion  on  a  question 

of  this  kind^  contended  that  the  stat.  34  8c  36Hen.  yill.  was 

merely  declaratory  of  the  common  law ;  and  that  where  an  estate 

tail  was  not  protected  from  the  effects  of  a  common  recovery,  a 

remainder  or  reversion  in  the  Crown,  expectant  on  it,  was  not 

protected.    That  the  contrary  opinion  would  be  introductive  of 

something  like  a  perpetuity ;  for  by  a  limitation  of  the  ultimate 

reversion  to  the  Crown,,  the  tenants  in  tail  could  only  acquire  a  Blossev.Lord 

base  fee  in  the  estate.    And  the  late  Mr.  Serjeant  Hill  was  of  BUgh^s'' Api«al 

the  same  opinion.  Casca.  63. 

67.  The  usual  mode  of  acquiring  a  good  title  to  an  estate  tail,  Vide  stat.  so 

1-         ex.  '        •      •     \      /^  •      u.      u.       •  '  Geo.  3.  c.  61. 

whereof  the  reversion  is  m  the  Crown,  is,  by  obtaming  an  act  Local  and  per- 
of  parliament,  enacting  that  the  reversion  shall  be  divested  out  5]°g^%* 
of  the  Crown,  and  vested  either  in  the  tenant  in  tail,  or  in  some  ^*  ^* 
other  private  person ;  by  which  means  it  becomes  barrable  by  a 
common  recovery. 

68.  By  the  statute  21  Hen.  8.  c.  15.  §  4.  it  is  enacted.  That  no  Estates  held  by 

A  .  ,       ,  .        ,       elegit,  &c. 

manner  of  statute  staple,  statute  merchant,  nor  execution  by 
ele^t  shall  be  avoided,  or  in  any  ways  made  frustrate  by  means 
of  any  feigned  recovery. 

69.  A  common  recovery  did  not  bar  an  executory  devise ;  of  Executory 
which  the  reason  will  be  given  in  a  subsequent  title.  Tit.  38*.  c.  17. 

But  if  the  person  entitled  to  the  executory  devise  is  party  to  a 
recovery  suffered  by  the  person  to  whom  the  fee  is  first  devised.  Id. 
and  comes  in  by  way  of  voucher,  it  is  said  that  he  would  be 
barred. 
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CHAP-  XI. 

How  Recoveries  may  be  reversed  and  avoided. 


Writ  of  error. 
Tit.  36.  c  14. 

8.1. 


AntCf  c.  6. 


By  whom  it 
must  be 
brought. 


SiCT.    1.  Writ  1^  Error. 

6.  By  whom  ii  muii  be  brougki, 
12.  There  nmot  be  a  Scire /moo. 

16.  The  Parol  demwre  for  In- 

Janey. 

17.  Whut  may  be  aeeigned  for 

Error. 
26.  Must  be  brought  wUhim  20 
yeare. 


Sbgt.  27.  How  barred. 

to.  Writ  of  Deceit. 

St.  Writ  of  faiee  JadgmaU. 

to.  A  Recovery   may  be  /bIm- 

fled. 
41.  By  a  Tetumtfor  Yeeere. 
44.  And  Iwoattdetted  by  a  Couri 
qf  Equity. 


Section  I. 

The  judgment  obtained  in  a  common  recovery  being  a  matter 
of  record,  and  similar  in  almost  every  respect  to  a  judgment 
given  in  an  adversary  suit,  can  only  be  reversed  by  a  writ  of 
error. 

2*  Any  alteration  might  however  be  made  in  a  recovery,  before 
it  was  completed.  And  a  recovery  might  be  amended,  as  to  any 
mistake  or  misprision  of  the  officers  of  the  court,  at  any  time. 
The  cases  on  this  subject  have  been  already  stated* 

3.  A  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  common  recovery  must  be 
brought  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  unless  the  error  is  in  the 
process,  in  which  case  it  may  be  reversed  in  the  Court- of  Com- 
mon Pleas. 

4.  By  the  stat.  34  &36  Hen.  8.  c.  26.  s.  113.  it  is  enacted,  that 
all  errors  and  judgments  before  any  of  the  justices  of  the  great 
sessions  in  Wales,  in  pleas  real  or  mixt,  shall  be  redressed  by 
writ  of  error  returnable  before  the  justices  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  in  England. 

5.  No  person  has  a  right  to  bring  a  writ  of  error  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reversing  a  common  recovery,  unless  he  has  an  imme- 
diate interest  in  the  lands  of  which  it  has  been  suffered. 
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6.  Thus  where  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  Court  of  Anon. 
King's  Bench  to  reverse  a  common  recovery,  and  judgment  was 
obtained  thereon  :  but  it  appearing  afterwards  that  the  plaintiff 

in  error  had  no  immediate  title  to  the  lands,  there  being  a  re- 
mainder-man before  him,  the  Court  reversed  their  former  judg- 
ment of  reversal. 

7.  The  right  to  bring  a  writ  of  error  descends  to  the  person 
to  whom  the  land  would  have  descended,  in  case  the  recovery 
bad  not  been  suffered* 

8.  T.  Henningham  being  seised  to  him,  and  the  heirs  male  of  Henningham  v. 
his  body,  had  issue,  Henry  his  eldest  son,  and  three  daughters,  \  Leon.  261. 
and  Arthur  and  two  other  sons  by  his  second  wife.    Upon  the 

death  of  T.  Henningham,  Henry  entered,  suffered  a  common  re- 
covery, and  died  without  issue.  Arthur  the  second  son  brought 
a  vnrit  of  error  to  reverse  this  recovery,  to  which  it  was  objected, 
that  he  was  only  of  the  half  blood. 

The  Court  determined  that  the  right  to  bring  a  writ  of  error 
descended  to  the  person  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  the 
land  if  no  recovery  had  been  suffered ;  and  therefore  that  Arthur 
was  entitled  to  the  writ  of  error. 

9.  In  the  case  of  Sheepshanks  v.  Lucas,  which  has  been  al- 
ready stated,  an  objection  was  made  to  the  writ  of  error,  because 
the  plaintiff  did  not  show  how  his  title  arose.  But  the  Court  ^ 
said,  that  a  complete  title  need  not  be  set  forth  in  a  writ  of  error: 
it  was  only  required  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  to  show  the  con- 
nection and  privity  between  the  person  against  whom  the  re- 
covery was  had,  and  the  person  who  brought  the  writ  of  error ; 
for  it  was  not  like  a  proceeding  to  try  the  right  of  land,  or  to 
recover  the  land  itself. 

10.  The  right  of  bringing  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  common 
recovery  does  not  pass  to  the  Crown  on  an  attainder  for  high 
treason. 

11.  A  tenant  in  tail  suffered  a  common  recovery;   the  re-  Winchester's 
mainder-man  was  attainted  of  treason,  and   executed  ;  and  by       ' 

act  of  parliament  forfeited  to  the  King  all  his  manors,  &c.  rever- 
sions, remainders,  uses,  possessions,  oiEces,  rights,  conditions, 
and  all  other  his  hereditaments. 

The  recovery  being  erroneous,  the  King  brought  a  writ  of 
error  to  reverse  it. 

Adjudged,  that  the  writ  of  error  was  not  given  to  the  King  by 
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any  words  in  the  act  of  forfeiture,  the  party  having  no  right  of 
entry,  but  only  a  right  of  action ;  which  did  not  pass  by  those 
general  words.  But  admitting  that  the  writ  of  error  had  passed 
to  the  King  by  the  words  of  the  act,  yet  it  would  not  pass  from 
him  to  a  patentee,  by  a  general  grant  of  the  manor,  cum  perti^ 
nentiUf  and  of  all  the  interest,  claim,  and  demand  therein :  not- 
withstanding the  clause  de  speciali  grcUia.  For  if  the  King  could 
grant  it,  that  grant  must  be  by  virtue  of  his  prerogative,  as  no 
common  person  could  do  it ;  and  then  it  ought  to  be  by  express 
and  precise  words. 
There  mu»t  be        12.  A  recovery  oueht  not  to  be  reversed,  unless  writs  of  scire 

e  icire  feciei.  .  •  . 

fadas  are  issued  against  the  terre-tenants  and  the  heir ;  because 
errors  in  a  common  recovery  ought  not  to  be  examined,  until  all 
the  parties  interested  in  supporting  it  are  before  the  Court. 

13.  The  issuing  writs  of  scire  facias  to  the  terre-tetiants,  is  not 

however  deemed  to  be  ex  necessitate  juris,  but  only  discretionary 

in  the  Court :  and  therefore  a  judgment  of  reversal  of  a  common 

recovery  is  not  void  for  the  want  of  a  writ  of  scire  fadas. 

KugBtonv.  14.  Thus,  on  a  motion  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  to  set 

2  Show!  605.     aside  a  judgment  of  reversal  of  a  common  recovery  on  a  writ  of 

3  Mod.  119.      grror  brought  there,  because  there  was  no  scire  facias  to  the 

terre-tenants ;  it  was  strongly  debated,  and  on  all  bands  agreed 
*  to  be  very  inconvenient,  that  a  scire  facias  should  not  be  to  the 
tenants,  for  otherwise  a  purchaser  might  be  deprived  of  his  assur- 
ance without  notice.  It  was  urged  that  the  terre-tenant  cannot 
be  party  to  the  writ  of  error ;  that  they  had  a  record  exemplified 
of  the  reversal ;  that  the  reversal  was  in  35  Car.  2. ;  that  the 
want  of  a  writ  of  sdre  facias  must  be  error  either  in  law  or  in 
fact ;.  it  could  not  be  error  in  law,  for  that  must  appear  upon  the 
record  itself,  which  it  did  not  here  ;  it  could  not  be  error  in  fact, 
because  there  was  no  necessity  for  such  a  writ,  it  was  only  dis- 
cretionary in  the  Court,  and  not  ex  necessitate  juris. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  awarding  writs  of  sdre 
fadas  to  the  terre-tenants  was  discretionary.    And  in  a  subse- 

Hall  anfMJz.     quent  case  Lord  Mansfield  said,  that  by  the  established  mode  of 

XBun.  359.'     proceeding,  there  must  be  a  scire  fadas  against  the  terre-tenants, 

otherwise  it  is  an  irregularity,  but  no  more. 

The^aroi  might      15.  It  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  common  recovery,  the  parol 

MiMf^  might  demur  for  the  infancy  of  the  tenant. 
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16.  In  a  writ  of  error  from  a  judgment  in  the  Court  of  King's  Aland  v. 
Bench  of  Ireland,  the  case  was,  that  in  a  writ  of  error  there  to  pitzg.  114. 
reverse  a  common  recovery,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  was 
an  infant,  and  prayed  that  the  parol  might  demur.  To  this  the 
plaintiff  demurred ;  and,  upon  argument,  judgment  was  given 
for  the  defendant,  that  the  parol  should  demur.  The  judgment 
was  affirmed,  (d) 

17.  The  errors  assigned  in  a  common  recovery  may  be  either  What  may  be 

,      assiffDed  for 

in  fact  or  in  law.     But  by  the  statute  23  Eliz.  c.  3.  s.  2.  it  is  error, 
enacted,  that  no  common  recovery  shall  be  reversed  or  reversable 
for  false  or  incongruous  Latin,  razure,  interlining,  misentering  of 

■ 

any  warrant  of  attorney,  misreturning  or  not  returning  of  the 
sheriff,  or  other  want  of  form,  in  words,  and  not  in  matter  or 
substance. 

18.  Nothing  however  can  be  assigned  for  error  in  a  common  Tit.  35.  c  14. 
recovery  which  contradicts  the  record ;  from  which  it  follows, 
that  no  incapacity  in  a  vouchee  can  be  assigned  for  error,  where 
such  vouchee  appeared  in  person:  but  if  a  vouchee  appeared  by 
attorney,  an  averment  may  then  be  made,  that  such  vouchee 
laboured  under  some  personal  disability,  which  rendered  him 
incapable  of  suffering  a  common  recovery. 

19.  Thus  in  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  common  recovery,  Holland «. 
the  error  assigned  was,  that  the  vouchee  was  within  age,  and^Cro.  Eliz.' 739. 
appeared  by  attorney.  f^l] 

All  the  Court  agreed  that  this  circumstance  might  well  be  ^*^-  ^^* 
assigned  for  error  after  the  death  of  the  vouchee. 

20.  So  in  the  case  of  Stokes  v.  Oliver  an  averment  was  ^^»  c.  6. 
allowed,  that  the  vouchee,  who  appeared  by  attorney,  wa8>an 

infant ;  and  the  recovery  was  reversed. 

21.  An  averment  may  of  course  also  be  made  that  a  vouchee 
who  appeared  by  attorney  was  an  idiot,  or  insane.  And  in  the 
following  case  it  was  held  by  a  majority  of  the  Judges  in  Ireland, 
that  an  averment  of  idiocy  might  be  made  against  a  vouchee 

I 

(a)  [The  parol  demurring  is  a  plea  of  non-age  and  merely  dilatory,  raipending  the 
proceedings  till  the  infant  attains  his  fuU  age.    By  the  stat.  1  Will.  4.  c.  47.  s.  10.  it  is 

I  enacted,  that  from  the  passing  of  the  act  the  parol  should  not  demur  in  any  action,  suit, 

or  other  proceeding  for  the  payment  of  debts  or  other  purposes,  but  that  such  action,  &c. 

I  should  be  prosecuted  as  effectually  as  they  could  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  by  or 

I  against  any  infant,  where,  according  to  the  law,  the  parol  did  demur.] 
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who  sqppeared  by  attorney.  And  they  also  held,  that  neither  an 
inquisition  finding  that  a  vouchee  was  not  an  idiot,  or  of  un- 
sound memory;  nor  the  caption  of  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
suffer  a  common  recovery  appearing  upon  record  to  have  been 
taken  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  out  of  Court ; 
nor  a  fine  acknowledged  before  the  same  Chief  Justice  on  the 
same  day  with  the  warrant  of  attorney,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
a  tenant  to  the  pradpe,  were  conclusive  evidence  of  the  sanity 
and  capacity  of  the  vouchee. 
Home  V.  22.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 

Dom.  Proc.       in  Ireland,  to  reverse  a  common  recovery  suffered  by  Nichcdas 

Earl  of  Ely  in  1767,  in  which  he  appeared  by  attorney  (having 
acknowledged  a  warrant  of  attorney  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  for  that  purpose) ;  and  the  error 
assigned  was,  that  the  Earl  of  Ely  was  of  unsound  mind.  Issue 
being  found  upon  this  fact  the  plaintiff  in  error  offered  to 
produce  evidence  of  the  incapacity  of  the  said  Earl ;  but  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  insisted  that  the  acknowledgment  of 
the  warrant  of  attorney  before  the  Chief  Justice  was  a  judicial 
act  and  matter  of  record,  and  was  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
said  Earl's  sanity.  The  Court  was  of  opinion,  that  the  evidence 
could  not  be  admitted.  A  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered,  and 
a  writ  of  error  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords  of  Ireland,  where 
the  following  question  was  put  to  the  Judges :  *'  Whether  in  a 
case  where  the  vouchee  in  a  common  recovery  appears  by  attor- 
ney, the  caption  of  the  warrant  of  attorney,  appointing  such 
attorney,  appearing  upon  the  record  to  be  taken  by  the  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  out  of  Court,  was  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  capacity  of  such  vouchee,  as  to  the  soundness  of 
his  mind,  to  make  such  attorney  and  to  suffer  such  recovery  ?'* 

The  Judges  were  divided ;  but  the  majority  were  of  opinion 
that  the  caption  of  the  warrant  of  attorney,  appearing  on  the 
record  to  be  taken  by  the  Chief  Justice  out  of  court,  was  not 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  capacity  of  the  vouchee.  Whereupon 
it  was  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  judgment  given  in  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  should  be  reversed  ;  and  that  the  verdict 
should  be  set  aside  and  annulled ;  and  that  the  parties  should 
proceed  to  a  new  trial  upon  the  issue  joined  between  them,  as  in 
the  said  record. 
A  new  trial  was  had,  when  the  plaintiff's  counsel  offered  to 
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give  parol  evidence,  to  prove  the  fact  upon  which  the  issae  was 
joined;  but  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  insisted,  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  go  into  such  evidence,  as 
they,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  had  evidence  of  record  to 
produce,  which  was  conclusive  to  the  fact  in  issue,  and  therefore 
could  not  be  controverted ;  (that  is  to  say),  a  commission  issued 
out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  try  the  sanity  of  the  said 
Nicholas  Earl  of  Ely,  and  the  inquisition  taken  in  consequence 
of  such  commission,  by  which  it  was  found  that  the  said 
Nicholas  Earl  of  Ely  was  not  an  idiot,  or  a  person  of  unsound 
mind  ;  and  also  a  fine  with  proclamations,  levied  of  the  lands  of 
which  the  recovery  sought  to  be  impeached  had  been  suffered, 
and  taken  before  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  on 
the  same  day  on  which  the  warrant  was  acknowledged ;  which 
fine  was  levied  to  Henry  Loftus,  for  the  purpose  of  making  him 
tenant  to  the  precipe  in  that  recovery.  The  Court  being  of 
opinion  that  this  was  the  proper  mode  of  proceeding,  the  de* 
fendant's  counsel  accordingly  gave  in  evidence  to  the  jury  the 
said  commission  and  inquisition,  finding  that  Nicholas  Earl  of 
Ely  was  not  an  idiot,  or  person  of  unsound  mind,  and  also  a  fine 
with  proclamations,  levied  by  the  said  Nicholas  Earl  of  Ely  of 
the  lands,  &c.  in  the  said  recovery,  to  Henry  Loftus,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  him  tenant  to  the  pracipe,  and  which  was 
taken  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
on  the  8th  of  July  1767,  being  the  same  day  on  which  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  taken  by  the 
same  Chief  Justice.  And  the  counsel  also  gave  in  evidence  the 
warrant  of  attorney  and  the  caption  thereof.  And  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  thereupon  insisted,  that  the  said  inquisition, 
finding  that  Nicholas  Hume  Earl  of  Ely  was  not  an  idiot  or 
person  of  unsound  mind,  had  for  ever  concluded  that  question : 
that  the  fine  and  recovery  were  both  before  the  court ;  that  the 
fine  was  of  the  same  lands,  and  passed  the  same  estate  on  the 
same  day  to  the  tenant  to  the  pracipe,  in  the  recovery,  on  which 
the  warrant  of  attorney  was  acknowledged,  and  that  it  consti- 
tuted part  of  the  same  assurance ;  that  the  fine  gave  and  (was 
meant  to  give  operation  to  the  recovery,  and  that  without  it  the 
recovery  would  have  been  a  mere  nullity ;  that  therefore  there 
was  a  mass  of  evidence,  conclusive  as  to  the  sanity  of  Nicholas 
Earl  of  Ely,  and  of  a  nature  not  to  be  controverted,  laid  before 
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the  court;  and  that  no  parol  evidence  coald  or  ought  to  be  re 
ceived  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiiF,  as  to  the  issue  depending. 

The  Court  having  declared  it  to  be  their  opinion,  that  the  said 
fine,  prmcipe,  and  concord,  together  with  the  caption  of  the  said 
fine,  as  likewise  the  said  warrant  of  attorney,  and  the  caption 
thereof,  were  conclusive  evidence  of  the  sanity  of  the  said  Earl 
of  Ely  upon  the  said  issue ;  a  verdict  was  therefore  found  for  the 
defendant,  and  judgment  given  thereon  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  ''  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
should  be  in  all  things  affirmed,  and  remain  in  full  force  and 
effect,  notwithstanding  the  causes  assigned  for  error.'' 

A  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court ; 
and  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where 
the  following  questions  were  put  to  the  Judges : 

I.  Whether  the  commission  set  forth  in  the  said  record,  and 
the  inquisition  thereon,  whereby  it  was  found  that  Nicholas 
Hume  Earl  of  Ely,  in  the  said  commission  named,  was  not,  at 
the  time  of  taking  the  said  inquisition,  an  idiot,  or  a  person  of 
unsound  mind,  with  the  return  of  the  execution  of  the  said  com- 
mission, which  were  given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defend 
ant  in  error  on  the  trial  of  the  issue  at  the  bar  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  in  Michaelmas  term  in  the  year  1784,  joined  upon 
the  averment  taken  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  in  the  said  cause, 
was,  in  point  of  law,  conclusive  evidence  of  the  sanity  of  the 
said  Nicholas  Hume  Earl  of  Ely,  at  the  time  of  taking  the  war- 
rant of  attorney  set  forth  in  the  present  record,  and  of  his  capa* 
city  at  that  time,  as  to  the  soundness  of  his  mind,  to  make  such 
warrant  of  attorney,  and  suffer  such  recovery,  as  in  the  said  re- 
cord ;  so  as  to  justify  the  said  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  refusing, 
upon  the  trial  of  the  aforesaid  issue,  to  suffer  the  plaintiff  in 
error  to  go  into  parol  evidence  offered  by  him  to  prove  that  the 
said  Nicholas  Earl  of  Ely  was  of  unsound  mind  at  the  time  of 
the  said  warrant  taken  and  acknowledged,  and  the  said  recovery 
suffered. 

II.  Whether  the  commission  and  the  inquisition  and  return 
thereon,  whereby  it  was  found  that  Nicholas  Hume  Earl  of  Ely 
was,  at  the  time  of  taking  the  said  inquisition,  not  an  idiot  or  a 
person  of  unsound  mind,  together  with  the  fine,  pr^pe,  concord, 
and  caption  of  the  said  fine,  as  likewise  the  warrant  of  attorney 
and  the  caption  thereof,  on  the  8th  day  of  July,  1767,  as  set 
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forth  in  the  said  record,  and  what  part  of  the  said  evidence,  were^ 
in  point  of  law,  conclusive  evidence  upon  the  issue  which  came 
on  to  be  tried  at  the  bar  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench^  of  the 
sanity  of  the  said  Nicholas  Hume  Earl  of  Ely,  and  o£  his  capa- 
city as  to  the  soundness  of  his  mind,  to  make  such  warrant  of 
attorney,  and  suffer  such  recovery,  as  in  the  present  record ; 
issue  having  been  joined  upon  the  averment  taken  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error  on  the  said  case,  after  the  death  of  the  said  Nicholas, 
and  the  said  warrant  of  attorney  and  caption  thereof  set  forth  in 
the  record  appearing  to  have  been  made  and  acknowledged  be- 
fore the  said  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  at  the 
same  time  that  the  caption  of  the  said  fine  was  taken  and  ao- 
knowledged  by  and  before  him ;  and  it  appearing  to  the  said 
Court  upon  the  said  record,  that  the  tenant  to  the  pnecipe  in  the 
said  recovery  was  made  by  fine,  levied,  and  acknowledged  by  the 
said  Nicholas ;  so  as  to  warrant  the  said  Court  of  King's  Bench 
in  refusing,  upon  the  trial  of  the  aforesaid  issue,  to  permit  the 
plaintiff  in  error  to  go  into  parol  evidence,  offered  by  him  to 
prove  that  the  said  Nicholas  was  of  unsound  mind  at  the  time  of 
the  said  fine  taken,  and  warrant  of  attorney  acknowledged,  and 
recovery  suffered. 

III.  Whether,  in  case  where  a  fine  with  proclamations  is  levied 
by  tenant  in  tail,  and  the  pracipe  is  brought  in  the  same  term 
against  the  conusee  of  such  fine,  and  a  common  recovery  suf- 
fered thereupon,  such  fine, /ir^cipe,  and  common  recovery  are  to 
be  considered  in  law  as  one  common  assurance  or  conveyance,  or 
as  separate  common  assurances  or  conveyances. 

As  to  the  first  question,  the  Judges  were  unanimously  of  opi'- 
nion,  that  the  commission  and  inquisition  were  not  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  sanity  of  Nicholas  Earl  of  Ely.  As  to  the  second 
question,  four  of  the  Judges  were  of  opinion,  that  the  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  fine  was  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  sanity  of 
Nicholas  Earl  of  Ely,  and  three  of  the  Judges  were  of  a  contrary 
opinion.  And  as  to  the  third  question,  the  Judges  were  unani- 
mously of  opinion,  that  the  fine  and  recovery  were  to  be  consi- 
dered as  one  assurance. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  affirmed. 

The  author  has  been  favoured  with  the  following  accurate  note 
of  Lord  Chief  Baron  Yelverton's  argument  in  this  case.  And  as 
his  Lordship's  opinion  coincided  with  that  of  the  majority  of  the 
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Judges,  and  also  of  the  Lord  Chancellor^  it  is  ptesamed  that  it 
must  prove  extremely  acceptable  to  the  profession. 

Lord  Chief  Baron  Yelverton.— '«  The  Court  of  Kin^s  Bench 
has  determined,  and  the  Judges  have  all  agreed,  that  the  inquia- 
tion  finding  Nicholas  Earl  of  Ely  not  to  have  been  an  idbt,  or  of 
unsound  mind,  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  his  sanity  at  the 
time  of  acknowledging  the  warrant  of  attorney  mentioned  in  the 
question :  your  lordships  have  determined  that  the  warrant  of 
attorney  is  not  in  itself  conclusive  evidence  of  the  sanity  of  I^rd 
Ely,  at  the  time  of  acknowledging  such  warrant ;  but  that  it  is  a 
matter  in  pau,  and  triable  by  a  jury :  the  only  remaining  ques^ 
tion,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  fine  be  conclusive  evidence  of  his 
sanity  at  the  time  of  acknowledging  the  warrant.  The  fine,  I  do 
admit,  is  quasi  a  judgment,  and,  in  that  light,  I  will  beg  leave  to 
consider  it ;  but  it  is  not  therefore  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
sanity  of  the  conusor  to  do  another  act.  In  what  cases  judg- 
ments shall  conclude  either  as  pleas  or  as  evidence,  is  nowhere 
better  defined  than  in  that  learned  argument  of  Lord  Chief  Jua- 
state  TriaU,       tice  De  Grey,  in  the  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case :  '  I.  That  the 
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judgment  of  a  court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction,  directly  up<m  the 
point,  is,  as  a  plea,  a  bar,  or  as  evidence,  conclusive  between  the 
same  parties,  upon  the  same  matter,  directly  in  question  in  ano- 
ther court.  II.  That  the  judgment  of  a  comrt  of  exclusive  juris- 
diction, directly  upon  the  point,  is,  in  like  manner,  conclusive, 
upon  the  same  matter,  between  the  same  parties,  coming  inci- 
dentally in  question  in  another  court  for  a  different  purpose. 
But  neither  the  judgment  of  a  concurrent  or  exclusive  jurisdicticm 
is  evidence  of  any  matter  which  came  collaterally  in  question, 
though  within  their  jurisdiction ;  nor  of  any  matter  incidentally 
cognizable ;  nor  of  any  matter  to  be  inferred  by  argument  from 
the  judgment.' 

**  These  rules  are  laid  down  with  so  much  precision  and  accu- 
racy, that  there  is  not  a  word  contained  in  them  which  has  not 
its  sterling  value ;  nor  has  a  case  been  cited,  nor  do  I  believe  a 
case  can  be  put,  which  does  not  fall  within  them ;  for  either  they 
are  cases  where  acts  of  Parliament  have  established  exclusive 
jurisdiction  between  certain  parties,  as  the  certificates  of  commis- 
sioners for  settling  army  accounts,  or  the  proof  of  debts  before 
commissioners  of  bankrupts  under  the  control  of  the  great  seal ; 
or  sentences  in  matrimonial  causes  annulling  a  marriage^  where 
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one  of  the  parties,  in  a  civil  suit,  claimed  a  title,  or  founded  a  de« 
fence  upon  such  marriage ;  or  sentences  of  exclusive  jurisdiction, 
acting  directly  in  rem,  and  to  which  all  the  world  are  supposed 
to  be  parties^  as  condemnations  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  which 
are  bad  by  public  proclamations,  inviting  all  persons  whatsoever 
to  oomd  in  and  claim  their  property;  or  the  sentences  of  Admi- 
ralty Courts,  which  judge  between  nation  and  nation,  and  from 
whose  decision  there  lies  no  appeal  but  to  the  sword.  But,  in 
all  these  cases,  the  parties  to  the  suits,  or  the  parties  against 
whom  the  evidence  was  received,  were  parties  to  the  sentences, 
and  had  acquiesced  under  them,  or  derived  under  those  who 
had  ;  or  they  were  sentences  in  suits  to  which  all  persons  were 
or  might  have  been  parties. 

'^  Now,  if  a  fine  were  like  an  ordinary  judgment  of  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  it  would  not  be  conclusive  evidence 
in  the  present  instance,  and  for  these  reasons ;  because  there  is 
no  act  of  parliament  which  has  made  a  fine  under  these  circum* 
stances  conclusive  against  a  remainder-man ;  the  remainder-man 
does  not  claim  under  the  fine,  he  never  could  be  said  to  acquiesce 
under  it,  because  he  could  not  impeach  it,  he  is  no  party  to  it, 
nor  does  he  claim  under  any  man  who  is.    And  though  I  must 
acknowledge  that  fines  do  in  some  respects  stand  on  a  ground 
peculiar  to  themselves,  a  ground  whereon  the  wisdom  of  our 
ancestors  hath  placed  them,  for  the  assurance  of  titles,  and 
quieting  of  possessions;  yet  I  must  say,  that  that  memorable 
act,  which  gives  to  fines  their  present  force  and  efficacy,  which 
directs  their  operation,  and  where  they  operate  has  made  them 
irresistible,  does  not  in  any  of  its  provisions  materially  depart 
from  those  rules,  under  which  other  judgments  have  been  held  to 
be  conclusive :  for  the  effect  of  that  act  is  two-fold.    Under  that 
act  a  fine  with  proclamations,  by  tenant  in  tail,  whether  the 
proclamations  are  finished  in  his  lifetime  or  not,  will  bar  the 
issue  in  tail.     But  why?  because  the  fine  is  qtiasi  9l  judgment, 
and  the  issue  in  tail  claims  the  estate  through  his  ancestor,  whose 
right  was  barred  by  the  judgment.    Again,  by  that  statute,  a 
fine  with  proclamations,  if  five  years  after  the  title  accrued  are 
sufiered  to  pass  without  claim,  will  bar  every  man  who  does  not 
come  within  the  savings  of  that  act.    But  why?  because  there 
the  fine  acts  quasi  in  rem ;  for,  by  the  proclamations,  all  men  are 
invited  to  claim,  if  any  right  they  have;  and  having  failed  to 
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do  80  withiQ  the  time    prescribed  by  law,  they  are  therefore 
barred.     But  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  does  not  fall 
within  either  of  these  conclusions ;  for  he  is  not  the  issue  in  tidl 
of  the  conusor  of  the  fine,  nor  is  the  fine  produced  against  him 
as  a  judgment  to  bar  his  right.     If  the  defendant  in  error  in- 
tended to  make  that  use  of  it,  he  ought  to  have  pleaded  it  to  the 
writ  of  error,  and  have  given  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of 
replying  that  he  claimed  within  the  five  years,  or  that  he  came 
within  the  savings  of  the  act.    The  fine  is  therefore  offered,  not 
as  a  bar  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  by  its  own  force, 
but  as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  sanity  of  a  conusor  to  do 
another  act,  which  is  a  bar  to  his  right.    And  so,  though  it  does 
not  bar  the  right,  it  takes  away  the  remedy ;  and  though  it  would 
not  conclude,  if  pleaded  as  a  judgment,  yet^  when  offered  as  a 
piece  of  evidence,  it  shall  have  the  magic  virtue  of  sealing  up 
the  lips  of  the  court  and  the  jury,  the  parties  and  the  vritnesses. 
— But  I  know  of  only  one  case,  where  it  has  been  held  that  a 
fine  is  conclusive  to  the  capacity  of  the  conusor  to  do  another 
act,  and  this  is  the  case  of  a  fine  and  a  deed  leading  the  uses  of 
that  fine.     In  that  case  it  has  certainly  been  held  for  law,  that  a 
man  whose  right  is  by  law  barrable  by  a  fine,  shall  not  be 
receiyed  to  aver  against  the  capacity  of  the  conusor  to  execute 
the  deed ;  because  it  is  said,  the  fine  is  the  principal,  and  the 
deed  the  accessary ;  and  a  man  who  is  enabled  to  do  the  prin- 
cipal, shall  not  be  held  disabled  to  do  the  accessary.    But  tliat 
rule  of  law  was  adopted  through  necessity,  because  all  fines 
operate  to  uses,  and  uses  are  governed  by  the  intent.    Whereas, 
if  the  deed  were  avoided,  the  fine  would  no  longer  operate  to  the 
uses  to  which  it  was  intended  to  enure,  and  so  the  fine  would  in 
effect  be  avoided,  because  the  uses  of  it  could  not  take  place. 
But  to  apply  that  rule  to  the  case  of  a  fine  and  recovery,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  establish  two  positions,  neither  of  which 
is.  true.     First,  that  the  fine  is  the  principal,  and  the  recovery  the 
accessary ;  and,  secondly,  that  if  you  avoid  the  recovery,  you 
also  avoid  the  fine.     But  there  is  not  a  single  sajring  in  the 
books,  that  the  fine  is  the  principal,  and  the  recovery  the  acces- 
sary ;  for  the  only  use  of  making  the  tenant  the  precipe  by  fine, 
is,  to  put  the  evidence  of  there  being  a  good  tenant  to  the 
pr4tcipeon  record;  and  though  you  should  avoid  the  recovery, 
the  fine  will  nevertheless  stand ;  for  the  writ  of  error  does  not 
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impeach^  nor  will  the  jadgment  reach  it.    And  vice  versd,  though 
the  fine  should  be  hereafter  avoided,  yet  the  recovery  could  not 
be  thereby  avoided,  if  it  were  otherwise  good.     And  with  respect 
to  a  recovery  and  a  deed  leading  the  uses  of  a  recovery^  the  law 
is  the  very  reverse  of  what  it  is  in  the  case  of  a  fine,  and  a  deed 
leading  the  use  of  a  fine.     In  the  case  of  a  recovery  and  deed, 
the  deed  has  in  more  instances  than  one  been  held  to  be  the 
principal,  and  the  recovery  the  accessary;  and  accordingly  a 
party,  whose  right  would  be  otherwise  barred  by  the  recovery, 
has  been  allowed  to  impeach  the  sanity  of  the  vouchee,  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  so  avoid  the  operation  of 
the  recovery.     But  it  seems  to  be  conceived  that  there  is  a 
something  or  other  in  this  case,  which  distinguishes  it  out  of 
the  ordinary  rules  of  law.    I  will  therefore  beg  leave  to  examine 
what  that  something  is,  by  apfdying  myself  immediately  to  the 
interrogatories  contained  in  the  question.     And,  first,  the  ques- 
tion imports  a  doubt,  whether  two  or  more  acts  do,  in  point  of 
law,  make  one  and  the  same  assurance :  the  capacity  of  the 
agent  to  do  one  act  does  not  conclude  to  his  capacity  to  do 
the  other ;  and  consequently,  whether  the  capacity  of  Lord  Ely 
to  levy  the  fine,  does  not  conclude  his  capacity  to  acknowledge 
the  warrant  of  attorney  :  but  my  answer  is,  that  there  is  only 
one  instance  in  which  the  capacity  of  an  agent  to  do  one  act, 
concludes  to  his  capacity  to  do  another,  where  the  two  make  one 
assurance ;  and  that  is  the  case  of  a  fine  and  deed  leading  the 
uses ;  but  in  every  otheV  case  but  that,  I  answer  in  the  negative ; 
and  I  prove  the  truth  of  my  answer  thus : — If  a  man  had  levied 
a  fine  twenty  years  ago,  with  intent  to  make  a  tenant  to  the 
pracipe  in  a  recovery  then  intended  to  be  sufiered,  and  the  reco- 
very is  not  sufiered  for  twenty  years  after,  the  fine  and  recovery, 
are,  in  point  of  law,  one  and  the  same  assurance,  as  much  as  if 
they  were  both  of  the  same  term ;  and  yet  no  man  in  his  senses 
will  say  that  a  fine  levied  twenty  years  ago,  is  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  sanity  of  the  conusor  twenty  years  after.     But  then  the 
question  asks,  where  two  acts  are  done  at  one  and  the  same 
time,  and  one  of  those  acts  is  in  itself  conclusive  evidence  of 
the  capacity  of  the  agent  to  do  that  act,  shall  it  not  be  conclu- 
sive evidence  of  his  capacity  to  do  the  other  ?     But  my  answer 
to  that  question  is  also  in  the  negative ;   because  if  it  were 
otherwise,  then  the  act  which  is  in  itself  conclusive  evidence  of 
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the  agent's  capacity  to  do  that  act»  would  be  coaclaBive  evidence 
of  his  capacity  to  do  any  other  act  whatsoever,  whether  it  made 
a  part  of  the  same  assurance  or  not    And  so  if  an  idiot  levied 
a  fine,  (and  the  history  of  the  law  proves,  that  idiots  have  been 
received  to  levy  fines,)  and  at  the  same  time  made  his  will^  that 
fine  would  be  conclusive  evidence  of  his  capacity  to  make  snch 
a  will»  which  no  man  in  his  senses  will  maintain.    But  the 
question  inquires  farther,  whether,  where  two  acts,  the  one  of 
which  is  conclusive  in  itself,  and  the  other  not,  make  but  one 
assurance,  and  are  done  at  one  and  the  same  time,  these  two 
circumstances  put  together,  do  not  make  one  act  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  capacity  of  the  agent  to  do  the  other?     But  I 
answer,  not ;  because  I  believe  no  two  acts  can  be  supposed 
more  intimately  connected  with  each  other,  both  in  unity  of  time 
and  of  assurance,  than  a  will  of  a  real  and  a  personal  estate, 
written  upon  one  and  the  same  piece  of  paper  or  parchment, 
and  subscribed  by  one  and  the  same  signature ;  and  yet  it  is 
clear  law,  that  though  the  probate  of  such  a  will  is  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  sanity  of  the  testator  to  make  such  will,  yet  it 
is  by  no  means  conclusive  evidence  of  his  capacity  to  dispose  of 
his  real  estate.    And  why?  evidently  because  the  capacity  of 
the  party  to  do  the  two  acts  is  triable  by  different  jurisdic- 
tions.   And  the  same  reason  applies  to  the  case  of  the  fine  and 
the  warrant  of  attorney :  for  as  the  capacity  of  the  testator  in 
the  first  case  is  triable  by  the  Judge  of  the  Spiritual  Court,  as  to 
the  personal  estate,  and  his  capacity  as  to  his  real  estate  by  a 
jury;  so  in  the  latter  case  the  capacity  of  the  conusor  to  levy 
the  fine  is  triable  by  the  fine  itaelf,  and  his  capacity  to  acknow- 
ledge the  warrant  is  triable  by  a  jury.    From  all  which  I  am 
warranted  to  lay  it  down  as  a  general  position,  that  the  capacity 
of  a  party  to  do  one  act,  is  not  conclusive  as  to  his  capacity  to 
do  another,  if  his  capacity  as  to  that  other  be  triable  by  a  dif- 
ferent jurisdiction,  whether  the  two  acts  make  one  and  the  same 
assurance,  or  are  done  at  one  and  the  same  time,  or  not 

*'  It  will  then  perhaps  be  asked.  What !  and  has  the  fine  no 
operation  ?  is  it  not  even  evidence  ?  I  answer  tliat  it  has  all  the 
operation  it  was  ever  intended  to  have ;  it  has  made  a  good 
tenant  to  the  pradpe,  and  has  put  the  evidence  of  it  on  record  : 
and  if  the  plain tifi*  in  error  had  assigned  for  error,  that  there  was 
not  a  good  tenant  to  the  pradpe,  he  would  have  been  concluded 
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by  the  fine :  and  further^  if  the  fine  had  been  pleaded  to  the 
writ  of  error,  as  a  fine  with  proclamations,  upon  which  five 
years  after  the  title  accrued  had  run,  without  any  claim,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  in  error  could  not  reply  that  he  had  claimed 
within  the  fire  years,  or  that  he  came  within  the  savings  of  the 
statute,  he  would  in  like  manner  have  been  barred  by  the  fine. 
But  as  the  case  is  at  present  circumstanced,  the  fine  proves 
nothing  conclusively  but  its  own  existence.  I  say  it  proves 
nothing  conclusively  but  that :  but,  when  I  say  so,  I  would  not 
be  understood  to  mean,  that  it  is  not  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury  ; 
for,  on  the  contrary,  I  think  it  is  evidence,  and  evidence  of  the 
most  persuasive  nature,  but  especially  when  coupled  with  the 
inquisition  and  warrant  of  attorney :  for  though  I  cannot  sub- 
scribe to  the  doctrine  which  the  question  seems  to  insinuate, 
that  a  legal  conclusion  admits  of  degrees  of  comparative  strength, 
or  that  it  is  more  or  less  conclusive  at  different  times;  and 
though  I  can  no  more  admit  that  three  pieces  of  evidence,  none 
of  which  is  conclusive  in  itself,  do  altogether  amount  to  a  con- 
clusion, any  more  than  I  can,  that  three  ciphers  make  a  unit ; 
yet  I  feel  very  sensibly  that  persuasive  evidence  may  be  more  or 
less  strong  according  to  its  nature,  and  that  three  pieces  of  evi- 
dence, tending  to  establish  one  and  the  same  fact,  are  stronger 
evidence  than  one  of  them  would  be  singly.  And  therefore, 
upon  the  whole,  my  answer  to  the  second  question  is,  that  the 
inquisition,  the  fine,  and  the  warrant  of  attorney,  are  not  in*any 
case  which  has  been  put  singly,  or  altogether,  conclusive  evi- 
dence, so  as  to  warrant  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench.'' 

23.  An  averment  may  also  be  made  that  the  vouchee  died  be- 
fore the  judgment  was  given,  where  such  Touchee  appeared  by 
attorney. 

24.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Wynne  v.  Wynne,  one  of  the  ques-  ^^Jf'^-i*  .« 
tions  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not  estopped  to 

assign  the  death  of  the  vouchee  to  have  happened  on  the  10th  of 
May,  which  was  before  the  judgment  was  given ;  when  it  ap- 
peared upon  the  face  of  the  record  that  she  appeared  by  attorney 
on  the  return-day  of  the  writ  of  summons,  which  was  the  16th 
of  May. 

The  Court  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  death  of  the 
vouchee  before  judgment  was  not  contrary,  but  a  matter  colla- 
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teral  to  the  record,  and  properly  assignable  for  error,  and  triable 
by  a  jury  :  for  all  the  record  said  was,  that  the  vouchee  appeared 
by  her  attorney ;  it  did  not  say  any  thing  of  her  actual  existence 
at  the  time,  but  put  a  matter  in  issue,  which  was  properly  triable 
by  the  country. 

25.  The  statute  10  Sc  1 1  Wm.  3.  c.  4.  has  been  stated  in  the 
former  Title,  by  which  it  is  enacted,  that  a  writ  of  error  to  re- 
verse a  common  recovery,  must  be  brought  within  twenty  years 
after  such  recovery  has  been  suffered,  and  not  within  twenty 
years  after  the  accruer  of  the  title  to  the  lands. 

26.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  19  Geo.  II.  to  reverse  a  com- 
mon recovery,  which  was  suffered  in  5  Ann.  The  defendant 
pleaded  this  statute  in  bar,  the  writ  of  error  not  having  been 
brought  within  twenty  years  after  the  recovery  was  suffered  :  to 
which  it  was  answered,  that  the  plaintiff's  title  did  not  accrue 
until  the  death  of  one  of  the  vouchees  without  issue  in  the  year 
1739.  After  several  arguments,  the  Court  determined  that  the 
writ  of  error  did  not  lie;  because  the  statute  10  8c  11  Wm.  3. 
was  made  to  quiet  possessions,  and  to  fix  a  certain  period  beyond 
which  tines  and  recoveries  should  not  be  impeached;  for  the 
words  of  the  statute  are  express,  ''  twenty  years  after  such  fine 
levied  or  recovery  suffered."  And  it  has  not  the  words  which 
are  in  the  statute  of  fines,  viz.  after  the  title  accrued.  The 
terminus  a  quo  is  the  time  when  the  recovery  is  suffered ;  and  if 
that  was  once  exceeded,  there  would  be  no  knowing  where  to 
stop.  A  reversioner,  after  an  estate  tail  which  had  subsisted 
above  a  century,  might  upon  this  principle  be  allowed  to  reverse 
a  common  recovery  ;  whereas  persons  in  reversion  were  never  the 
object  of  the  Legislature's  care.  It  was  sufficient  that  they  had 
a  chance  of  the  reversion's  vesting  within  the  twenty  years,  in 
which  case  they  might  bring  a  writ  of  error,  but  not  afterwards. 

27.  A  person  may  bar  himself  from  bringing  a  writ  of  error  to 
reverse  a  common  recovery,  by  the  same  means  by  which  he  may 
bar  himself  from  bringing  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  fine. 
Thus  Pigott  says,  ^'  If  he  who  suffers  a  common  recovery  levy  a 
fine,  or  make  a  feoffment,  he  cannot  have  a  writ  of  error  to  re- 
verse it." 

28.  A  release  of  errors  from  the  common  vouchee  cannot  be 
pleaded  in  bar  of  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  common  recovery. 
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39.  In  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  common  recovery,  the  de-  Nomce  v. 
feodant  pleaded  a  release  of  all  errors  by  the  last  and  common  cro!\:iizf2. 
vouchee. 

It  was  resolved  by  all  the  Judges  that  such  a  release  could 
not  be  pleaded ;  for  the  common  vouchee  was  put  in  only  for 
form,  an^  in  truth  he  rendered  nothing ;  therefore  it  was  against 
reason  that  his  release  should  bar  others  that  suffered  the  loss, 
and  were  entitled  to  have  a  remedy  by  the  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment 

30.  Where  a  recovery  has  been  suffered  of  lands  held  in  an-  WiU  of  deceit. 

_  .       ,         ''  ,  ^  .         Tit.  36.  c.  14. 

cient  demesne,  in  the  Lord's  Court,  the  proper  mode  of  reversing 
it  was  by  writ  of  deceit,  (a) 

3L  Thus,  where  a  writ  of  deceit  was  brought  to  reverse  a  '^^' 
commoo  recovery,  suffered  of  lands  which  were  held  of  the  Bames,  258. 
manor  of  Haveringate  Bower  in  the  county  of  Essex,  which  is 
ancient  demesne,  and  of  which  the  King  is  lord.  The  defend- 
ants confessed  the  action,  and  the  Attorney  Greneral  remitted 
damages,  and  prayed  judgment.  A  rule  was  made  for  judgment 
Miisi  causOf  which  was  made  absolute  on  affidavit  of  service ;  no 
cause  being  shown. 

32.  The  sUtute  10  &  1 1  Will.  3.  c.  4*  has  been  already  stated, 
by  which  it  is  enacted,  that  all  writs  of  error  for  reversing  fines 
or  recoveries  must  be  brought  within  20  years  afler  such  fine 
levied,  or  recovery  suffered.  It  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
determined  whether  this  statute  extends  to  petitions  to  reverse 
recoveries  suffered  of  copyholds,  or  to  writs  of  deceit  to  reverse 
recoveries  suffered  of  lands  held  in  ancient  demesne.  The  late 
Mr.  Serjeant  Hill  held  that  it  did  extend  to  petitions  and  writs 
of  deceit ;  and  gave  the  following  reasons  for  his  opinion :  "  The 
statute  in  question  is  a  remedial  law,  and  made  for  the  quieting 
titles  and  possessions  under  ancient  fines  and  recoveries,  as  ap- 
pears by  the  express  words,  as  well  as  from  the  subject  of  it ; 
therefore  it  ought,  by  the  known  rules  of  law,  to  receive  a  liberal 
construction,  and  to  be  extended  to  all  cases  within  the  mischiefs 
intended  to  be  remedied,  even  if  the  words  were  not  comprehen- 
sive enough  in  their  strict  literal  sense  to  extend  to  them.  But 
in  this  case  I  think  the  words  are  sufficient  to  include  the  case 

(a)  [Abolished  after  the  31st  December;  1834,  by  sUt.  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  27.  s.  36. 
See  also  ss.  37  &  38. ;  and  3  &  4  Will,  4.  c.  74.  ss.  4,  5,  6.,  sapra,  vol.  i.  p.  38.] 
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in  question ;  for,  by  the  purview^ '  the  bringing  any  writ  of  error 
or  suit  for  reversing  snch  fine,  recovery^  or  judgment/  is  re* 
strained  to  20  years  after  such  fine  levied,  or  such  recoveiy 
sufi*ered,  or  judgment  signed;  so  that  the  words  of  the  statute 
extend^  not  only  to  writs  of  error,  but  to  any  mnt  generally,  with- 
out distinction,  for  reversing  such  fine,  recovery^  or  judgment: 
and  it  is  plain  that  the  word  9U€h  relates  to  the  word  ancient, 
and  that  antiquity  is  in  diis  statute  applicable  to  the  term  of 
twenty  years.  In  the  construction  of  remedial  statutes,  the  full 
extent  is  to  be  given  to  every  word  in  the  purview,  in  suppression 
of  the  mischief  intended  to  be  remedied,  notwithstanding  the 
title  or  the  preamble  be  not  equally  extensive/' 
Writ  of  fake  33*  It  has  been  stated  in  the  preceding  title,  that  to  amend 

Jpiu.°N?  B.  12.  ovrors  in  a  base  court,  a  writ  of  false  judgment  lies,  returnable  ia 
4  lUp.  30  b.  ^^  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  And  if  an  erroneous  judgment  were 
Edwards's  ease,  given  in  a  formedon,  in  a  copyhold  court,  where  the  King  waa 

1  Roll.  Ab.         Ill  •i««i  -i^ 

539.  lord,  the  party  against  whom  the  judgment  was  given  might  sue 

by  bill  or  petition  to  the  King,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in 
the  nature  of  a  vmt  of  false  judgment.  For  as  in  the  court  of  a 
common  person,  the  proper  suit  for  reversal  thereof  is  to  the  lord 
by  petition,  so  it  is  here  to  the  King.  And  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  is  more  proper  to  sue  in  to  the  King  by  petition  than 
the  Chancery ;  because  it  concerns  the  King's  manor. 
DMn  oVsu  ^^-  ^  ^^^  ^^  brought  to  compel  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of 

|»>r^  s^-     St.  Paul's,  as  lords  of  the  manor,  to  receive  a  petition  in  the 

Pari.  Ca.  67.  •       !•  i»  i       .     ^  <• 

1  Vara.  367.  nature  of  a  wnt  of  nuse  judgment,  for  reversing  a  common  reco- 
very sufiered  in  the  manor  court  above  thirty  years  before; 
whereby  a  remainder  in  tail,  which  the  plaintiff  daimed,  was 
barred ;  suggesting  several  errors  in  the  proceedings,  and  pray* 
ing  that  the  said  lords  might  be  commanded  to  examine  the 
same,  and  do  right  thereupon.  To  this  bill  the  defendant  Rugle 
demurred ;  and  the  Dean  and  Chapter,  by  answer,  insisted  that 
it  was  the  first  attempt  of  the' kind,  and  therefore  of  dangerous 
consequence ;  and  conceived  it  not  fit  to  proceed  on  the  said  pe* 
tition,  unless  compelled  thereto  by  course  of  law.  Hiat  Rugle 
being  the  person  concerned  in  interest  to  contest  the  sufiiciency 
of  the  common  recovery,  they  hoped  the  court  would  hear  his 
defence  and  determine  therein  before  any  judgment  were  given 
against  them ;  and  that  they  were  only  lords  of  the  manor  to 
obey,  &c. ;  and  prayed  that  their  rights  mig)it  be  preserved. 
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This  demurrer  having  been  allowed,  an  appeal  was  brought  in  Ann.  1686. 
the  House  of  Lords,  where  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant,  that  this  was  the  only  remedy  which  he  had  ;  for  as 
no  writ  of  err6r,  or  false  judgment  lay  for  reversing  a  recovery  or 
judgment  obtained  in  a  copyhold  court,  the  only  method  was  by 
bill  or  petition  to  the  lord,  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  false  judg- 
ment, which  of  common  right  he  ought  to  receive ;  and  to  cause 
errors  and  defects  in  such  recovery  or  false  judgment  to  be  ex- 
amined. 

That  in  all  cases  where  any  party,  having  a  right  to  a  freehold 
estate,  was  barred  by  a  judgment,  recovery,  or  fine;  such  party, 
of  common  right,  might  have  a  writ  of  error,  if  the  same  were  a 
court  of  record ;  and  a  writ  of  false  judgment,  if  in  a  court 
baron>  or  county  court  And  there  could  be  no  reason  why  a 
copyholder  should  be  without  remedy,  when  a  false  judgment 
was  given  ;  and  the  rather  for  that  in  real  actions,  as  this  was, 
the  proceedings  in  the  lord's  courts  were  according  to  those  in 
Westminster  Hall.  That  though  a  common  recovery  was  a 
common  assurance,  yet  it  was  never  pretended  that  a  writ  of 
error  to  reverse  it  was  refused  on  that  pretence ;  and  if  the  lord 
of  a  manor  refused  to  do  his  duty,  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  a 
jurisdiction  to  compel  him  thereto.  That  though  common  re- 
coveries were  favoured,  and  had  been  supported  by  several  acts 
of  parliament,  yet  no  parliament  ever  thought  fit  to  deprive  the 
parties  bound  by  such  recoveries,  of  the  benefit  of  a  writ  of  error. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  ai^ued  for  the  respondent,  that  the 
person  who  suffered  the  recovery  had  a  power  over  the  estate,  that 
she  might  both  by  law  and  conscience,  upon  a  recovery,  dispose 
of  it  as  she  should  think  fit ;  that  she  had  suffered  a  recovery, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  though  not  according  to 
the  form  of  those  suffered  in  Westminster  Hall.  That  the  suf- 
fering of  recoveries  in  any  court,  and  the  method  of  proceeding 
in  them,  were  rather  notional  than  real  things ;  and  in  the  com- 
mon law  courts,  they  were  taken  notice  of,  not  as  adversary 
suits,  but  as  common  assurances  ;  so  that  even  there,  few  mis- 
takes were  deemed  so  great,  but  what  were  remedied  by  the 
statute  o{  Jeofails,  or  would  be  amended  by  the  assistance  of  the 
Court.  And  if  it  were  so  in  the  courts  at  Westminster,  where 
the  proceedings  were  more  solemn,  and  the  Judges  were  persons 
of  learning  and  sagacity ;  how  much  rather  ought  this  to  stand, 
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i¥hich  was  suffered  in  1652,  during  the  times  of  disorder,  and  most 
proceedings  informal  and  in  the  English  tongue,  in  such  a  mean 
court,  where  there  were  few  precedents  to  guide  them  ;  where 
the  parties  themselves  were  not  empowered  to  draw  up  their 
own  proceedings,  but  the  whole  was  left  to  the  steward,  who  was 
a  stranger  to  the  person  concerned  ;  and  therefore  it  was  hard 
and  unreasonable  that  men*s  purchases  should  be  prejudiced  by 
the  ignorance,  unskilfulness,  or  dishonesty  of  a  steward,  or  his 
clerks.  That  there  was  scarce  one  customary  recovery  in  Eng- 
land which  was  exactly  agreeable  to  the  rules  of  common  law : 
that  the  questioning  of  this  might,  in  consequence,  endanger 
multitudes  of  titles,  which  had  been  honestly  purchased ;  espe- 
cially since  there  could  be  no  aid  from  the  Htntutes  of  jeofails, 
for  they  did  not  extend  to  courts  baroil.  That  there  was  no  pre- 
cedent to  force  lords  of  manors  to  do  as  this  bill  desired,  and  the 
lords  of  manors  were  the  ultimate  judges  of  the  regularity  or 
errors  in  such  proceedings.  That  there  was  no  equity  in  the 
prayer  of  this  plaintiff :  that  if  the  lord  had  received  such  a  pe- 
tition, and  were  about  to  proceed  to  the  reversal  of  such  recovery, 
equity  ought  then  to  interpose,  and  quiet  the  possession  under 
those  recoveries :  that  Chancery  ought  rather  to  supply  a  defect 
in  a  common  conveyance,  and  decree  the  execution  of  what  each 
party  meant  and  intended  by  it,  than  assist  the  annulling  of  a 
solemn  agreement,  executed  according  to  usage,  though  not 
strictly  conformable  to  the  rules  of  law. 
The  appeal  was  dismissed,  and  the  decree  aflSrmed. 
35.  The  determination  in  the  above  case  can  only  be  accounted 
for  from  the  late  period  at  which  the  recovery  was  attempted  to 
be  reversed ;  and  from  the  circumstance  of  its  having  been  suf- 
fered during  the  civil  wars.  It  would  be  very  dangerous  to  con- 
clude from  it  that  every  lord  of  a  manor  has  a  discretionary 
power  to  receive  or  refuse  a  petition  to  reyerse  a  recovery  sufiered 
in  his  court:  for  justice  requires  that  a  petition  of  this  kind, 
when  brought  within  a  reasonable  time,  should  be  as  much  er 
debito  justUiiB,  as  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  recovery  suffered  in 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
A  reeovenr  may      36.  As  a  common  recovery  can  only  be  reversed  by  a  writ  of 

error,  or  some  proceeding  of  a  similar  nature,  to  which  none  are 
entitled  but  those  who  have  an  immediate  interest  in  the  lands, 
the  law  allows  all  strangers,  whose  interests  are  affected. by  a 
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common  recovery,  to  falsify  it    And  it  is  laid  down  by  Booth, 
in  his  Law  of  Real  Actions,  chap.  24,  that  a  common  recovexy 
may  be  falsified ;  L  By  entry  and  plea;  IL  By  action  ;  IIL  By  ^'^S^»  in- 
action and  plea ;  and  IV.  By  plea  only. 

37.  A  common  recovery  may  be  falsified  and  invalidated  on  a 
trial  in  ejectment ;  for  if  a  common  recovery  is  given  in  evidence, 
and  set  up  by  way  of  defence,  the  plaintiff  may  show  any  defect 
in  the  recovery ;  and  if  the  Court  is  of  opinion  that  the  recovery 
is  void,  and  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover,  such  recovery  is 
completely  falsified,  as  to  that  action. 

38.  Thus,  it  may  be  showif  that  the  person  against  whom  the 
writ  was  brought  had  no  estate  of  freehold  in  the  land  at  the 
time ;  and  the  cases  of  Dormer  t;.  Parkhurst,  Goodtitle  v.  Chan- 
dos,  and  Taylor  v.  Horde,  which  have  been  already  stated,  are 
instances  of  recoveries  falsified  in  ejectment,  for  want  of  a  good 
tenant  to  the  pracipe. 

39.  In  the  case  of  Sir  Butler  Wentworth,  which  was  tried  at  2  Vesey,  s. 
the  bar  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Mich.  1744,  evidence  3  A'tk.3i3. 
of  weakness  of  understanding  was  admitted  to  invalidate  the 

deed,  by  which  a  tenant  to  the  pnBcipe  was  made,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  suffering  a  common  recovery ;  and  the  effect  of  the  re- 
covery was  by  that  means  defeated. 

40.  In  the  case  of  Hume  t;.  Burton,  Lord  Chancellor  Lifford  Ante,  s.  22. 
cited  the  case  of  Jones  ex  dem.  Hale  v.  Cave,  tried  at  Hereford 

at  the  Lent  assizes  in  1765,  by  Sir  Eardley  Wilmot,  in  which 
evidence  was  admitted  to  prove  the  weakness  of  understanding 
of  a  vouchee  in  a  common  recovery,  who  appeared  by  attorney, 
and  the  recovery  was  by  that  means  invalidated. 

A  motion  was  made  the  next  term  for  a  new  trial,  on  account 
of  misdirection  of  the  Judge,  and  it  was  contended  that  such 
evidence  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted ;  but  the  motion  was 
refused. 

41.  At  common  law,  if  the  tenant  of  the  freehold  had  suffered  ?y  *  ^^^^^ 

for  yean. 

a  common  recovery,  it  operated  as  a  good  bar  to  all  terms  for  l  Inst.  46  a. 
years  derived  out  of  the  freehold ;  for  the  person  who  recovered 
the  lands  was  supposed  to  come  in  by  a  title  paramount,  so  that 
he  was  not  bound  by  the  leases  of  the  person  against  whom  he 
recovered :  besides,  a  termor  for  years  could  not  in  any  case  Plowd.  83. 

falsify  a  common  recovery. 

42.  By  the  statute  of  Gloucester,  6£dw.  I.  c.  11.  a  remedy 
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was  given  to  the  lessee  for  years  [of  tenements  iq  the  city  of 

London],  by  way  of  resceit  and  trial,  whether  the  recovery  was 

upon  good  title,  or  by  way  of  collusion ;  and  ia  case  it  appeared 

that  the  recovery  was  by  collusion^  then  the  lessee  for  years  was 

permitted  to  enjoy  his  term,  and  the  execution  was  stayed  until 

the  determination  of  the  term. 

Bio.  Ab.  Tit.         43.  The  operation  of  this  statute  not  having  been  found  suffi- 

Jitz.  N.  B.        ciently  extensive,  another    act  was    made,   21  Hea.  8.  c  16., 

^wh^lil'^    whereby  it  is  provided,  that  any  tenant  for  years  may  falsify  a 

feigned  recovery  had  against  the  person  in  reversion. 
And  invtUdated      44.  Although  a  commou  recovery  can  only  be  reversed  by  the 

\jY  &  COQXt  of  -^  -^ 

equity.  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  the  first  instance,  and  by  the  Court 

of  King's  Bench  upon  a  writ  of  error  from  the  Court  of  Common 

Tit.  35.  c.  14.  Pleas,  yet  the  Court  of  Chancery  can,  in  fact,  invalidate  a  com- 
mon recovery,  where  it  appears  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraud 
or  imposition,  by  compelling  the  recoveror  to  convey  the  estate 
to  the  person  who  is  entitled  in  equity  to  have  it,  or  by  declaring 
the  recoveror  to  be  a  trustee  for  such  person. 

FerrM  v.  45.  Where  a  person  who  was  deaf  and  dumb  suffered  a  com- 

¥'errei  2  Ab 

£q.  696.  n^on  recovery  of  entailed  lands,  assisted  by  his  uncle,  and  then 

settled  the  same  to  certain  uses ;  upon  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  it  appeared  he  had  done  nothing  but  what  in  conscience  he 
ought  to  have  done,  yet  being  under  these  circumstances,  the 
Lord  Chancellor  said  he  ought  to  be  taken  care  of  in  equity ; 
and  it  appearing  that  the  uncle  was  concerned  in  point  of  inte- 
rest, the  settlement  was  set  aside.  But  had  he  been  assisted  by 
an  able  and  faithful  relation,  that  was  not  interested,  equity 
would  not  have  relieved  him  in  so  reasonable  an  act  as  this  ap- 
peared to  be. 

46.  A  court  of  equity  will  also  restrain  the  operation  of  a  com- 
mon recovery  to  those  purposes  for  which  it  was  intended,  and 
will  not  allow  it  to  have  a  more  extensiye  effect, 
sunhope  o.  47.  Where  a  father,  on  his  son's  marriage,  by  lease  and  re- 

in Cha.'436.  '    Icase  conveyed  lands  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  the 

father  for  life,  remainder  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the  son 
for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  remainder  to  trus- 
tees during  his  life  to  support  contingent  remainders,  remainder 
to  the  son's  intended  wife  for  life  for  her  jointure,  remainder  to 
the  first  and  every  other  son  of  that  marriage  in  tail  male,  re- 
mainder to  the  daughter  or  daughters  of  that  marriage  and  the 
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beirs  of  their  bodies^  till  they  sbonld,  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  have  received  30002.,  remainder  to  the  beirs  of  the  body 
of  the  son,  remainder  to  the  second  son  of  the  father,  and  to  his 
first  and  other  sons,  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  son  for 
ever.  The  marriage  took  effect^  and  they  had  only  two  daugh- 
ters, who  being  in  possession  after  all  the  other  estates  deter- 
mined which  were  precedent,  suffered  a  recovery  to  the  use  of 
themselves  and  their  heirs ;  and  one  question  in  this  case  was, 
whether  by  this  recovery  the  remainders  were  not  barred.  And 
it  was  argued  that  they  were,  because  the  primary  intention  of 
this  limitation  was  to  make  them  tenants  in  tail,  and  the  raising 
of  the  3000/.  was  but  a  secondary  intention  thereof;  and  when 
they,  being  so  tenants  in  tail,  sufiered  a  recovery,  this  barred 
their  estate  tail,  and  the  remainders  depending  thereon.  But 
the  Lord  Chancellor  was  clearly  of  opinion,  both  upon  the  first 
speaking  to  it,  and  the  next  day  after,  that  this  was  but  in  the 
nature  of  a  security  for  the  3000/. ;  and  though  the  recovery 
barred  the  estate  tail  and  remainders  at  law,  yet  the  daughters 
were  but  in  the  nature  of  trustees  (after  the  3000/.  raised)  for 
those  in  remainder ;  that  before  the  recovery  they  had  but  an  es- 
tate tail  for  their  security  for  that  sum ;  that  after  the  recovery 
they  had  the  fee-simple ;  but  still  the  same  in  a  court  of  equity 
was  but  a  security  till  that  money  was  raised  ;  that  those  in  the 
remainder  had  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  person  who  made  that  security  would  have  had  if  no  such 
limitation  in  remainder  had  been  ;  therefore  they  might  at  any 
time,  by  paying  off  that  3000/.  determine  the  estate  of  the 
daughters,  and  then  the  daughters  would  be  but  trustees  for 
them. 

48.  Where  a  person  was  prevented  from  suffering  a  common 
recovery  by  force  and  management,  the  Court  of  Chancery  would 
compel  the  parties  to  act  as  if  the  recovery  had  been  suffered. 

49.  Thus,  where  Lord  Waltham  being:  tenant  in  tail,  and  Luttrell©. 

.  Olmiui, 

meaning  tp  suffer  a  common  recovery,  and  by  will  to  give  real  ii  Vei.  ess. 
interests  to  his  wife,  Mr.  Luttrell,  who  by  his  marriage  had  an 
interest  to  prevent  the  entail  being  barred,  did,  by  force  and  ma- 
nagement, prevent  the  testator  from  executing  the  deed  to  make 
the  tenant  to  the  pracipe. 

Lord  Thurlow's  opinion  was  clear,  that  though  at  law  Mr. 
Luttrell^s  lady  was  tenant  in  tail,  and  which  made  it  stronger, 
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she  was  no  party  to  the  transaction,  yet  neither  he  nor  any  one 
else  could  have  the  benefit  of  the  fraud ;  and  the  jury,  upon  an 
issue  directed,  having  found  that  the  recovery  was  fraudulently 
prevented,  Lord  Thurlow  held,  even  in  favour  of  a  volunteer, 
that  the  tenant  in  tail  should  not  take  advantage  of  the  iniquitous 
act,  though  she  was  not  a  party  to  it ;  and  the  estate  was  consi- 
dered exactly  as  if  the  recovery  had  been  suffered. 
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Section  I. 

It  has  been  already  shown,  that  copyholders  being  mere  tenants  AUenation  by 
at  will,  cannot  alien  their  estates  by  feoffment  or  other  assurance  JfJ^" *   3 
at  common  law ;  but  by  the  custom  of  all  manors  in  which  this 
kind  of  property  is  to  be  found,  every  copyholder  has  a  power  of 
transferring  his  estate  to  any  other  person,  by  surrendering  or 
yielding  it  up  to  the  lord  of  the  manor,  in  order  that  he  may 
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grant  it  out  again  to  the  person  named  in  the  surrender,  which  is 
therefore  called  an  alienation  by  custom. 

2.  This  practice  is  as  ancient  as  the  time  of  Bracton,  who  says 
Lib.  3.  c  a.       — Si  autem  villanus  sockmannus  villanum  socasium  ad  alium  tram- 

ferre  voluerit,  prius  illud  restituat  domino,  vel  servients  si  dominus 
prasens  non  fuerit  et  de  manibus  iptorum  Jiat  transhtio  ad  alium, 
tenendum  liberi,  vel  in  socagio,  secundum  quod  domino  placuerit ; 
quia  ille  villanui  sockmannus  non  habet  potestatem  tranferendi,  cum 
liberum  tenementum  non  habeat,  sed  dominus. 

3.  In  the  case  of  free  copyholds  or  customary  freeholds,  the 
mode  of  alienation  has  always  been  the  same  as  in  common  copy- 

909  a.  holds,  (a)    Thus  Bracton  says — Dare  enim  non  possunt  tenemenia 

sua,  nee  ex  causA  donationis  ad  alios  transferre  non  magis  quam 
villanipuri;  et  unde  si  transferre  debeant,  restituaut  ea  domino  vd 
ballivo,  et  ipsi  ea  tradunt  aliis,  in  villenagium  tenenda. 

4.  The  process  in  most  manors  is,  that  the  tenant  surrenders 
his  estate  to  the  lord,  in  trust  to  be  again  granted  by  him  to  such 
persons  and  for  such  uses  as  are  mentioned  in  the  surrender. 
This  surrender  must  be  presented  by  the  jury  or  homage  of  the 
manor,  and  found  by  them  upon  their  oaths,  and  then  the  lord 
grants  the  land  to.  the  person  named  in  the  surrender,  to  hold  by 
the  ancient  rent  and  customary  services,  and  thereupon  admits 
him  tenant  to  the  copyhold  by  the  delivery  of  a  rod,  a  glove, 
or  the  like,  in  the  name  of  corporal  seisin  of  the  lands  and  tene- 
ments. 

This  mode  of  alienation  therefore  consists  of  three  parts — the 
surrender,  the  presentment,  and  the  admittance. 

Surrender.  ^«  ^  Bunrendsr  !•  the  yielding  up  of  the  estate  by  the  tenant 

to  the  lord,  for  the  purpose  of  being  regranted  to  some  other  per- 
son. The  form  of  it  is  thus : — Ad  hanc  curiam  venit  A.  et  sursum 
reddidit  in  e&dem  curid  unum  messuagiwn,  ifc  m  mamts  domini  ad 
usum  B.  et  haredum  suorum.    And  it  has  been  lately  held  by  the 

Rex  V.  Rigge,    Court  of  King's  Bench,  to  be  a  good  custom  in  a  manor,  that 

^^am.       d.  ^^  steward  or  his  deputy  should  have  the  sole  right  of  preparing 

all  surrenders  of  copyhold  tenements  within  the  manor. 

Cop.  •.39.  6.  Lord  Coke  says,  the  word  surrender  is  vocabulum  artis: 

and  therefore,  where  a  surrender  is  neeessary,  if  this  viFOfd  be 

(a)  [In  refemnoe  to  this  ctatement,  see  vol.  1.  p.  S56.,  msd  Ae  diatiactioiif  theit 
noticed  by  the  editor,  es.  9^  10.] 
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wanting,  all  other  words  used  in  ordinary  conveyances  are  insuf- 
ficient to  transfer  a  copyhold  estate ;  for  as  a  copyholder  is  tied 
to  a  particular  mode  of  conveyance^  so  he  is  restrained  to  a  par- 
ticular form  of  words. 

7.  Lord  Coke  also  says,  that  a  surrender  is  rather  a  manifest-  idem, 
ing  of  the  grantor's  intention,  than  of  passing  away  any  interest 

in  the  possession ;  for  till  admittance  the  lord  takes  notice  of  the 
grantor  as  tenant,  and  he  shall  receive  the  profits  of  the  lands  to  Be^ham 
his  own  use,  and  shall  discharge  all  services  due  to  the  lord:  ?  J!'""** '™ 

,    ,  ,  ,  1  Term  R.  601  • 

hence  it  is  held,  that  till  admittance,  the  surrenderor  is  a  trustee  Davie  v. 
for  the  person  to  whom  the  surrender  is  made.  i  Ca.  Chiu  39. 

8.  Every  copyholder  may  surrender  his  estate  in  court  without  iliust.69a. 
alleging  any  particular  custom  for  it:   so  a  copyholder  may 
surrender  to  the  lord  himself  out  of  court,  without  a  special 
custom. 

9.  A  surrender  out  of  court  to  the  steward  of  the  manor  is  also  4  Rep.  30  b. 
good,  by  the  general  custom  of  all  manors,  though  the  steward  iLdTRaymlTG. 
be  only  appointed  by  parol ;  and  Lord  Coke  says,  by  the  surren-  i  iiut  62  a. 
der  out  of  court,  the  copyhold  estate  passes  to  the  lord  under  a 

secret  condition,  that  it  be  presented  at  the  next  coui*t,  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  manor;  and  therefore,  if,  after  such  a  sur- 
render, and  before  the  next  court,  he  who  made  the  surrender 
dies;  yet  the  surrender  will  be  good. 

10.  A  surrender  out  of  court,  by  the  hands  of  two  or  three  te-  u.  59  a. 
nants  of  the  manor,  or  by  the  hands  of  the  bailiff  or  reeve,  or  of 

any  other  person,  must  be  warranted  by  a  special  custom,  and 
particularly  pleaded. 

11.  A  surrender  of  a  copyhold  to  a  deputy  of  a  deputy  paAer«.Kett, 
steward,  out  of  court,  is  good,  because  he  is  a  steward  de facto  J^-  ^J"* 
at  the  time. 

12.  A  copyholder  may  surrender  in  court  by  attorney,  without  Co.  Cop*  t.  34. 
a  special  custom  to  warrant  it;  for  he  may  surrender  by  the  9  ^^^1/76]^'**' 
general  custom,  which  is  the  common  law,  and  then  it  is  inci-  \^^  ^P* 
dent  to  do  it  by  attorney.    A  copyholder  cannot  however  sur-  9  r^.  75  a. 
render  into  the  hands  of  two  tenants  by  attorney ;  for  such  sur- 
render, though  in  person,  is  not  warranted  without  a  special 

custom. 

13.  An  attorney  who  makes  a  surrender  ought  to  pursue  the  id.  76  b. 
usual  form,  as  by  the  rod,  &c.,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 

VOL.    V.  o  G 
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manor ;  and  he  ought  to  make  it  in  the  name  of  hia  principali 
not  in  his  own  name,  or  show  his  authority,  and  say  he  sur- 
renders it  by  force  of  such  authority. 

14.  A  purchaser  of  a  copyhold  is  however  not  obliged  to  ac- 
cept of  a  surrender  by  a  letter  of  attorney. 
Mitchel  V.  \  5,  Upon  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  an  agreement 

2  Ves'.  679.       for  sale  of  copyhold  lands^  the  defendant  insisted  upon  making 

the  surrender  by  attorney,  and  not  otherwise,  and  that  he  was 
ready  to  do  so.  The  plaintiff  insisted  on  his  doing  it  in  person, 
and  entered  into  proof  that  the  custom  of  the  manor  was,  that 
whoever  wanted  to  surrender  must,  unless  in  special  cases  of 
disability,  do  it  in  person.  By  a  decree  at  the  Rolls,  a  trial  was 
directed  as  to  this  custom ;  and  on  an  appeal  to  Lord  Hardwicke, 
the  decree  was  affirmed,  because  no  court  of  justice  would  com* 
pel  a  purchaser  to  accept  of  a  doubtful  title, 
wmeodw.  ^^'  ^^  Persons  who  are  capable  of  conveying  their  estates  by 

Co.  Cop.  1. 34.   any  common  law  assurance,  are  also  enabled  to  sun*ender  their 

copyhold  estates. 

17.  [By  the  statute  1  Will.  4.  c.  65.  s.  27.  it  is  enacted,  that 
when  any  person  .who  shall  have  contracted  to  sell,  mortgage, 
let,  divide,  exchange  or  otherwise  dispose  of  any  land,  (of  what-> 
ever  tenure,  sect.  2.)  shall  afterwards  become  lunatic  and  a 
specific  performance  of  such  contract,  either  wholly  or  so  far  as 
the  same  shall  remain  to  be  performed,  shall  have  been  decreed 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  either  before  or  after  such  lunacy,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  committee  of  the  estate  of  such  lunatic, 
in  the  place  of  such  lunatic,  by  the  direction  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, to  convey  such  land  in  pursuance  of  such  decree,  as  the 
said  Lord  Chancellor  shall  direct, 

18.  By  the  28th  section,  the  Lord  Chancellor  is  empowered 
to  order  any  land  (section  3.)  of  the  lunatic,  to  be  sold  or  mort- 
gaged for  raising  money  for  discharging  incumbrances  on  the 
estates,  the  costs  of  the  commission  and  other  debts  of  the 
lunatic] 

Si^T?*  ^^'  ®y  ^^^^  general  custom,  a  husband  and  wife  may  sur- 

render the  wife's  copyhold,  provided  the  wife  is  privately  ex- 
amined by  the  steward ;  and  where  there  is  a  special  custom  to 


V.  RivM,    warrant  it,  a  surrender  by  the  husband  and  wife,  made  out  of 

Cio.EI«.7l7.  .       .  -  ,         .^    .    ^ 

4  TwauL  t!>4.    court>  upon  an  examination  of  the  wife,  before  two.  tenants  of  the 

manor,  is  good. 
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20.  But  a  custom  for  a  married  woman  to  surrender  her  copy- 
hold lands  without  the  assent  of  her  husband,  is  void ;  because  it 
is  contrary  to  the  general  law  and  policy  of  the  nation,  and 
would  tend  to  render  wives  independent  of  their  husbands. 

21.  Frances,  the  wife  of  William  Geary,  being  entitled  to  a  |^^?!***- 
copyhold  estate,  which  had  descended  to  her  from  her  father,  2Wils.  R.  i. 
was  admitted ;  and  being  privately  examined,  surrendered  the 

estate  to  the  use  of  herself  for  life,  with  remainder  over. 

It  was  stated,  that  there  was  a  custom  in  the  manor,  that  a 
feme  covert,  seised  in  fee  of  copyhold  lands,  might  dispose  of  her 
estate  without  her  husband's  joining. 

After  several  arguments,  the  whole  Court  were  clearly  of  opi- 
nion that  this  was  a  bad  custom. 

22.  But  where  a  married  woman  lived  apart  from  her  bus-  S^^™?*®**  *'• 

CoUinioOy 

band,  under'  articles  of  separation,  by  which  he  covenanted  that  i  H.  Black, 
she  should  enjoy  to  her  own  use  all  such  estates,  both  real  and 
personal,  as  should  come  to  her  during  her  coverture,  and  that 
he  would  join  in  the  necessary  conveyances  to  limit  them  to 
such  uses  as  she  should  appoint.  Afterwards,  copyholds  having 
descended  to  the  wife,  the  husband  again  covenanted  in  the 
same  manner  as  before,  that  he  would  join  in  surrendering  such 
estates  to  such  uses  as  his  wife  should  appoint  It  was  held  by 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  a  surrender  by  the  wife  alone 
was  good,  although  there  was  no  special  custom  to  authorize  it. 

23.  Copyhold  estates  are  not  within  the  words  or  intention  of  Tit.  36.  c.  lo. 

HarnDgton  t>. 

the  Stat.  11  Hen.  7.  c.  20. :  for  they  cannot  be  discontinued  or  Smith. 

conveyed  in  any  other  manner  than  by  surrender.     Nor  does  the  4  j^^^^  ^ 

Stat.  32  Hen,  8.  c.  28.  extend  to  copyholds,  for  the  words  of  it 

only  allude  to  estates  which  pass  by  common  law  conveyances ;  Moo.  696. 

and  if  it  were  construed  to  comprehend  copyholds,  the  heir  of 

the  wife  would  become  tenant,  without  being  admitted  by  the 

lord. 

24.  Nothing:  can  be  surrendered  but  a  legal  estate.     It  is  not  Whatetute 

^  °  ^  ,  may  be  anr- 

however  necessary  that  such  legal  estate  should  be  in  possession ;  rendered. 

it  is  snfficient  if  it  be  vested  in  interest;  and  therefore  an  estate 

in  remainder,  or  reversion,  may  be  surrendered.    [But  devisees  Doe  «. 

of  contingent  remainders  in  a  copyhold,  not  being  in  the  seisin,  n  £ast/l85 

cannot  make  a  surrender  ,of  their  interest,  nor  will  such  a 

surrender  operate  by  estoppel  against   the  parties    or    their 

heirs.] 

o  o  2 
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Co.  Cop.  8. 39.       25.  A  person  cannot  surrender  a  copyhold  till  he  is  himself 
11  East,  246. '    admitted,  (a)    And  Lord  Coke  says,  if  he  surrender  to  the  use 

of  another,  the  surrender  is  merely  void,  and  by  no  matter  ei 

post  facto  can  be  confirmed. 
Holder «.  Jt  has  however  been  already  stated,  that  where  a  person  gives 

TiL  io.'c.  4.      a  power  by  will  to  trustees  to  sell  his  copyholds,  they  may  sell 

without  being  admitted ;  and  the  lord  will  be  bound  to  admit  the 

purchaser* 
GoodiiUe  v.  26.  A  mere  possibility  cannot  be  surrendered ;  and  therefore 

3  Term  R.  365.  it  was  resolved  in  a  late  case,  that  a  surrender  by  the  heir  ap- 
parent of  a  copyholder,  in  the  lifetime  of  his  ancestor,  had  no 

effect  whatever,  and  did  not  even  operate  as  an  estoppel,  though 

the  heir  survived  his  ancestor. 
Tit.  3S.  c.  4.  27.  It  follows,  that  an  equitable  interest  in  a  copyhold  may 

be  transferred  from  one  person  to  another  without  a  surrender, 

for  otherwise  it  would  be  unalienable. 
Boeo.  Vernon,       28.  The  Construction  of  a  surrender,  as  to  the  description  of 

the  premises  surrendered,  is  the  same  as  that  of  deeds. 
To  whose  use  a       29.  A  copyhold  estate  may  be  surrendered  to  the  use  of  any 

surrender  may  i  i        /•  .  i  •  i  i 

be  made.  person  capable  of  takmg  an  estate  by  a  common  law  convey- 

ance ;  and  also  to  some  persons  not  capable  of  taking  by  such 
assurances. 

Co.  Cop.  s«  35.       30.  In  grants  at  common  law,  if  the  grantee  be  not  in  rerum 

naturd,  and  capable  of  taking  at  the  time  when  the  grant  is 

1  Wat.  Cop.  made,  it  is  merely  void  ;  but  in  the  case  of  surrenders  the  law  is 
'^'  .  otherwise :  for  though  at  the  time  of  the  surrender  the  grantee 
be  not  in  esse,  or  not  capable  of  a  surrender,  yet  if  he  be  in  esse 
and  capable  at  the  time  of  the  admittance,  that  will  be  sufficient; 
and  therefore  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  him  who  shall  be  heir  to 
L  S.,  or  to  the  use  of  L  S.'s  next  child,  or  to  the  use  of  L  S.'s 
wife,  though  at  the  time  of  the  surrender  I.  S.  had  no  heir,  child, 
or  wife,  yet  if  afterwards  he  hath  a  child,  or  taketh  a  wife,  his 
heir,  his  child,  or  his  wife,  may  come  into  court,  and  compel  the 
lord  to  admit,  according  to  the  surrender. 

hiem  Lord  Coke  says,  the  reason  of  the  law  is  this,  because  a  sur- 

render is  a  thing  executory,  which  is  executed  by  the  subsequent 

(a)  [With  the  exception  of  the  heir  who  may  snrreoder  before  admittanoe,  apim 
dischai^ging  the  lord's  fine,  4  Co.  22. ;  6  Wat.  Cop.  1.  [59.  244.] ;  and  he  may  abo 
devise  before  admittance,  3  Bar.  &  Adol.  664.] 
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admittance^  and  nothing  is  vested  in  the  grantee  before  the  lord 
has  admitted  him,  according  to  the  surrender ;  therefore,  if  at 
the  time  of  the  admittance  the  grantee  be  in  rerum  naturd,  and 
able  to  take,  that  will  serve. 

31.  Lord  Ch.  B.  Gilbert  in  his  Treatise  of  Tenures  observes,  263. 
that  this  doctrine  seems  to  be  reasonable,  and  to  carry  no  incon- 
veniences with  it ;  for  it  is  not  like  a  grant  at  common  law ;  for 
there,  if  there  be  nobody  to  take,  the  grant  is  void,  because  the 
estate  must  be  somewhere,  and  the  grant  puts  it  out  of  the 
grantor.  But  in  the  case  of  a  surrender,  there  is  no  inconve- 
nience at  all ;  for  the  surrenderee  has  nothing  till  admittance, 
the  estate  being  in  the  surrenderor.  But  then  it  seems,  that  if 
the  surrenderee  be  not  in  esse  before  the  admittance,  the  sur- 
render will  be  void  :  this  seems  to  be  implied  by  Lord  Coke ;  for 

he  says,  that  if  at  the  time  of  the  admittance  the  grantee  be  in 
rerum  naturd,  that  will  serve ;  which  implies  that  the  admittance 
is  to  be  made  after  the  usual  manner ;  not  that  the  admittance 
shall  be  put  off  till  there  be  such  a  person  :  for  if  the  person  to 
whom  the  surrender  was  made  should  ever  come  in  esse,  then  the 
admittance  time  would  be  eternally  put  off,  the  old  surrender 
would  stand  good,  and  nobody  be  able  to  dispose  of  the  copy- 
hold estate. 

32.  A  surrender  to  an  infant  in  ventre  matrisis  good,  upon  the  Gilb.  Teo.  264. 
same  principle. 

33.  It  was  resolved  in  27  8c  28  Eliz,,  that  a  man  may  surren-  BuntiDgv. 
der  a  copyhold  to  the  use  of  his  wife,  because  the  husband  does  4  RefT^  a. 
not  make  it  immediately  to  his  wife,  but  by  two  means,  sciL  by  ^'  ^®P*  ■*  ^* 
surrender  of  the  husband  to  the  lord  to  the  use  of  the  wife, 

and  by  admittance  of  the  lord  to  the  wife,  according  to  the 
surrender. 

34.  A  wife  may  also,  where  the  custom  authorizes  it,  surrender  Idem. 
her  copyhold  estate  to  the  use  of  her  husband. 

35.  Lord  Coke  says,  it  is  not  necessary  that,  upon  surrenders  Idem. 
of  copyholds,  the  name  of  the  party  to  whose  use  the  surrender 

is  made  be  precisely  set  down,  if  by  any  manner  of  circumstance 
the  grantee  may  be  certainly  known.  And  therefore  a  sur- 
render made  to  the  Lord  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  or  to  the 
Lord  Mayor  of  London,  or  to  the  sheriff  of  Norfolk,  without  ^oe  v.  Water- 

..      .         •/%       .\    '      y    '  A*  •  V  %      ton,  3  Baro.  & 

mentionmg  either  their  chnstian  name  or  surname,  is  good  enough.  Aid.  149. 
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Adimltaace. 
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So  the  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  next  of  blood  of  the  wife^  or 
brother  or  sister  of  the  surrenderor^  he  having  but  one  brother 
or  sister,  will  be  good. 

36.  A  person  may  also  surrender  his  copyhold  to  the  use  of 
his  will. 

37.  By  the  general  custom  of  copyholds,  all  surrenders  made 
in  court  must  be  presented  by  the  homage  or  jury :  and  where 
surrenders  are  made  out  of  court,  they  must  be  presented  at  the 
next  court  which  is  held  after  such  su  render  is  made :  but 
in  some  manors  more  time  is  allowed  for  presenting  surrenders. 

38.  It  seems,  that  presentment  of  a  surrender  in  court  is  only 
by  way  of  instruction,  to  give  the  lord  notice  of  the  surrender. 
But  a  presentment  is  not  of  absolute  necessity :  for  if  the  lord 
does  not  require  a  presentment  to  be  made,  and  proceeds  without 
it,  any  subsequent  act  of  his  which  shows  his  assent  to  the  sur- 
render, will  be  sufficient. 

39.  A  surrender  is  good  though  the  surrenderor  dies  before  it 
is  presented,  provided  it  be  presented  within  the  time  required 
by  the  custom.  And  so  it  is  if  the  persons  to  whom  the  surren- 
der is  made,  die  before  presentment. 

40.  Copyhold  lands  were  surrendered  to  two  tenants  out  of 
court,  who  died  before  presentment.  It  was  held,  that  the 
surrender  was  good,  and  might  be  presented  at  the  next  court, 
by  any  other  copyholder  of  the  manor. 

41.  When  a  surrender  is  duly  presented  in  court,  by  the 
homage  or  jury,  the  lord,  by  his  steward,  grants  the  copyhold 
which  has  been  surrendered  and  presented,  to  the  person  to 
whose  use  it  was  surrendered,  and  thereupon  admits  him  tenant 
to  the  copyhold ;  and  the  grant  and  admittance  is  entered  on 
the  court-rolls  of  the  manor,  in  the  following  words : 

42.  **  And  the  said  C.  D.  being  present  in  court  in  his  own 
proper  person,  prayed  to  be  admitted  tenant  to  all  and  singular 
the  said  last-mentioned  premises,  according  to  the  form  and  effect 
of  the  said  surrender :  to  whom  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  by  his 
said  steward,  granted  seisin  thereof  by  the  rod,  to  hold  to  him 
the  said  G.  D.  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  at  the  will  of  the  lord, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  by  the  rents,  duties, 
and  services,  therefore  due  and  of  right  accustomed.  And  he 
was  admitted  tenant  thereof  in  form  aforesaid ;  gave  to  the  lord 
for  a  fine  five  shillings,  and  made  his  fealty." 
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43.  It  has  been  stated  io  Title  X.  Copyhold,  that  every  copy-  C.  2. 
hold  estate  is  held  by  a  grant  from  the  lord.     But  in  the  case  of 

a  sale  or  descent  of  a  copyhold,  no  separate  grant  is  made  to  the 
parchaser  or  heir,  the  grant  being  inserted  in  the  admittance.  4  Rep.  22  b. 
From  which  it  has  been  held,  that  the  admittance  may  be  pleaded 
by  way  of  grant. 

44.  Lord  Coke  says,  in  admittances  upon  surrenders,  the  lord  Co.  Cop.  t.  41. 
to  no  intent  is  reputed  as  owner,  but  wholly  as  an  instrument ; 

and  the  party  admitted  shall  be  subject  to  no  charges  or  incum- 
brances of  the  lord ;  for  he  claims  his  estate  under  the  party  that 
made  the  surrender ;  and  in  a  plaint  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of 
entry  in  the  per,  he  shall  be  supposed  in  the  per  by  him,  not  by 
the  lord. 

45.  The  acceptance  of  the  new  tenant  by  the  lord,  constitutes  Gilb.  Ten.  282. 
the  essence  of  an  admission,  all  the  rest  is  mere  form;  and 
therefore  any  act  of  the  lord  showing  his  consent  to  the  surren- 
der, amounts  to  an  implied  admittance ;  but  still  the  admission 

must  be  regularly  entered  on  the  court-rolls. 

46.  The  mere  acceptance  of  a  surrender  by  the  steward,  and 
the  entry  thereof  in  the  court-rolls,  with  the  delivery  of  a  copy 
of  such  entry  to  the  surrenderee,  will  not  amount  to  an 
admittance. 

47.  A  copyholder  surrendered  out  of  court,  according  to  the  RawUnson  «• 
custom  of  the  manor,  and  the  surrender  was  presented  at  the  poph.'i27. 
next  court,  and  an  entry  thereof  made  by  the  steward  thus, — 
Compertum  est  per  homagium,  Ifc. ;  but  there  was  no  admittance. 

It  was  determined,  that  this  entry  on  the  rolls  did  not  amount 
to  an  admittance.  I.  Because  the  acceptance  of  the  present- 
ment by  the  steward  from  the  homage  was  no  more  than  what 
he  was  bound  to  do,  as  being  Judge  of  the  court.  II.  Because 
the  entry  of  it  on  the  roll  was  but  an  office  of  duty,  being  but 
evidence  to  the  court,  as  also  to  him  to  whose  use  the  surrender 
was  made ;  and  so  was  the  delivery  of  the  copy  to  the  surren- 
deree. But  none  of  these  things  did  imply  the  consent  of  the 
lord  that  the  cestui  que  use  should  be  admitted  to  have  the  land 
according  to  the  surrender;  and  all  these  things  together  did  not 
imply  an  admittance ;  for  all  of  them  might  be  done,  though  no 
admittance  were  in  the  case. 

48.  It  has  been  stated,  that  the  admittance  of  a  tenant  for  Tit.  lo.  c.  4. 
life  is  an  admittance  of  the  persons  in  remainder ;  because  the  5  ^^t,  522.^^' 
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estate  for  life  and  the  remainder  only  constitute  one  estate  of 
inheritance. 
3TennR.484.      49.  A  mandamus  will   be  granted  by  the  Court  of  King's 

Bench  to  compel  the  lord  of  the  manor  to  admit  a  person,  to 
whom  a  copyhold  has  been  surrendered. 
Who  may  60.  We  have  seen  that  in  the  case  of  voluntary  grants  of 

TitTib.c.  3.      copyholds,  every  lord  of  a  manor  pro  tempore  may  make  such 

grants,  and  admittances  in  consequence  thereof :  but  in  the  case 

of  admittances  upon  surrenders,  this  doctrine  is  carried  still 

1  Idiu  60  b.       further,  because  the  lord  is  only  deemed  an  instrument  to  admit 

C^Cop.  1. 41.    the  cestui  que  use,  and  no  more  passes  to  the  lord  than  is  neces- 

rwat.  Cop.       g^^y.  ^  gerve  the  limitation  of  a  use :  so  that  no  respect  is  had 

to  the  quantity  or  quality  of- his  estate  in  the  manor;  for 
whether  it  be  by  right  or  by  wrong,  admittances  made  by  him 
can  never  be  called  in  question  on  account  of  any  defect  in  his 
title,  because  they  are  judicial  acts,  which  every  lord  is  bound 
to  do. 
The  admitance        61.  As  the  lord  has  only  a  customary  power  to  make  admit- 

iDittt  DO  accord^  «•  «•  /•«  «  i*  i* 

ing  to  the  tur-     tances,  accordmg  to  the  terms  of  the  surrender,  and  is  nothing 

Cof Cop.  t.  41.   °^^'®  ^^^^  *  °^®'®  instrument ;  it  follows,  that  if  there  be  any 

variance  between  the  admittance  and  the  surrender,  either  in  the 
person,  the  estate,  or  the  tenure,  or  in  any  other  point,  the  ad- 
mittance is  good,  so  far  as  the  lord  has  executed  his  power ;  but 
where  he  exceeds  it,  he  acts  without  authority,  and  therefore  the 
excess  is  void. 

^^"''  AA  ^^'  Thus,  Lord  Coke  says,  if  A  surrenders  to  the  use  of  I.  S. 

for  life,  and  the  lord  admits  him  in  fee,  an  estate  for  life  only 
passes.  So  if  a  person  surrenders  without  mentioning  any 
certain  estate :  because  by  implication  of  law  an  estate  for  life 

Vide  infra.        only  passes ;  though  the  lord  admits  in  fee,  no  more  passes  than 

the  implication  of  law  will  warrant.  If  a  person  surrenders  with 
the  reservation  of  a  rent,  and  the  lord  admits,  not  reserving  any 
rent,  or  reserving  a  less  rent  than  was  reserved  on  the  surrender, 
the  admittance  would  be  wholly  void :  but  if  the  lord  reserved 
a  greater  rent,  then  would  the  reservation  be  void  only  for  the 
surplusage ;  and  the  admittance  so  far  good,  as  it  agreed  with 
the  surrender.  If  a  surrender  was  made  upon  condition,  and 
the  lord  omitted  the  condition,  the  admittance  would  be  wholly 
void ;  but  if  the  sgrrender  was  absolute,  and  the  lord's  admit- 
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tance  conditional,  the  condition  would  be  void,  and  the  admit- 
tance, in  all  other  respects,  good. 

63.  A  surrender  and  admittance,  when  made  pursuant  to  the  Effect  of  a 
custom  of  the  manor,  operate  as  effectually  in  transferring  a  adiodttaBce. 
copyhold  estate,  as  a  feoffment  or  any  other  common  law  assur- 
ance can  operate  in  transferring  an  estate  of  freehold. 

64.  It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  that  a  surrender,  where  by  Co.  Cop.  i.39. 
a  subsequent  admittance  the  grant  is  to  receive  its  perfection 

and  confirmation,  is  rather  a  manifesting  of  the  grantor's  inten- 
tion, than  of  passing  away  any  interest  in  the  possession ;  for, 
till  admittance,  the  law  takes  notice  of  the  grantor  as  tenant, 
and  he  shall  receive  the  profits  of  the  land  to  his  own  use,  and 
shall  discharge  all  services  due  to  the  lord ;  yet  the  interest  is  in 
him  but  secundum  quid,  and  not  absolutely,  for  he  cannot  pass 
away  the  land  to  any  other,  or  make  it  subject  to  any  other  in- 
cumbrance than  it  was  subject  to  at  the  time  of  the  surrender : 
neither  in  the  grantee  is  any  manner  of  interest  invested  before 
admittance ;  for  if  he  enter,  he  is  a  trespasser,  and  punishable  in 
trespass ;  and  if  he  surrender  to  the  use  of  another,  the  surrender 
is  merely  void,  and  by  no  matter  erpos^  facto  can  be  confirmed. 
But  though  the  grantee  hath  but  a  possibility  upon  the  surren- 
der, yet  this  is  8u6h  a  possibility  as  is  accompanied  with  a  cer- 
tainty ;  for  the  grantee  cannot  possibly  be  deluded  or  defrauded 
of  the  effect  of  his  surrender,  and  the  fruits  of  his  grant :  for  if 
the  lord  refuse  to  admit  him,  he  is  compellable  to  do  it  by  a 
subpoena  in  Chancery ;  and  the  grantor's  hands  are  ever  bound 
from  the  disposing  of  the  land  any  other  way,  and  his  mouth  is 
ever  stopped  from  revoking  or  countermanding  his  surrender. 

66.  This  doctrine  has  been  in  some  degree  altered  by  deter-  The  admittance 
minations,  in  which  it  has  been  established  that  the  surrender  is  !h«\urn«MiJ^ 
the  substantial  part  of  the  conveyance,  and  a  complete  execu- 
tion of  the  contract,  as  between  the  vendor  and  vendee ;  that 
the  admittance  must  be  pursuant  to  the  surrender,  and  conse- 
quently must  relate  to  it ;  but  that  the  estate  of  the  surrenderee 
is  complete  to  many  purposes,  before  admittance. 

66.  Thus  Lord  Coke,  in  his  Comment  on  Littleton,  says,  if  i  lut.  50  b. 
two  joint  tenants  be  of  copyhold  lands  in  fee,  and  one  out  of  Porter,  * 
court,  according  to  the  custom,  surrenders  his  part  to  the  use  of  i^^^'^* 
his  last  will,  and  devises  it  to  a  stranger  in  fee,  and  dies,  and  at  ^04* 
the  next  court  the  surrender  is  presented,  by  the  surrender  and 
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presentmeDt  the  jointure  was  seyered ;  for  by  relatioo  the  estate 
of  the  land  was  bound  by  the  surrender. 
BeDMm  V.  67.  In  ejectment  a  special  verdict  was  found,  yiz.  a  custom 

1  Saik.  186.       ^bat  the  tenants  of  the  manor,  having  a  mind  to  aUen*  might 

surrender  into  the  hands  of  two  copyholders,  &c. :  that  Scot, 
being  a  copyholder  in  fee,  did  surrender,  8&c.  to  the  use  of  the 
plaintiff  in  fee,  and  died,  leaving  his  wife,  who  claimed  her  free 
bench  by  the  custom :  that  at  the  next  court  the  surrender  was 
presented,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  admitted.  The  question 
was,  whether  the  surrenderee,  or  the  wife,  for  her  free  bench, 
should  have  the  lands. 

It  was  adjudged  for  the  plaintiff:  for  the  wife's  title  did  not 
commence  till  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  then  only  to 
those  lands  of  which  he  died  seised.  But  the  plaintiff's  title 
began  by  the  surrender,  for  the  admittance  related  to  that;  and 
that  the  case  of  the  two  joint  tenants,  1  Inst.  59.  b.  ruled  this 
case. 

68.  In  consequence  of  these  principles,  it  was  resolved  in  a 

modern  case,  that  where  a  free  copyhold  was  surrendered  to  a 

man  and  his  heirs,  who  died  before  admittance,  his  widow  was 

entitled  to  free  bench. 

Vaughtn  v.  69.  Richard  Kent  being  tenant  in  fee  simple  of  the  premises 

5  Borr'.  2764.     ^^  question,  which  were  held  by  copy  of  court-roll  according  to 

the  custom  of  the  manor,  but  not  expressed  to  be  at  the  will  of  the 
lord,  contracted  to  sell  the  same  for  a  valuable  consideration  to 
John  Atkins,  and  surrendered  them  out  of  court  to  the  use  of 
the  said  John  Atkins  and  his  heirs,  who  entered  into  possession, 
John  Atkins  died  without  being  admitted,  and  before  the  surren- 
der was  presented,  no  court  having  been  held  till  after  his  death. 
The  custom  of  the  manor,  with  respect  to  the  widow's  estate 
was,  that  if  the  husband  died  seised,  his  widow  had  a  right  to 
be  admitted  to  the  land  as  her  free  bench  during  her  widow- 
hood. The  question  was,  whether  the  widow  was  entitled  to  free 
bench. 

It  was  argued  for  the  heir  at  law  of  John  Atkins  that  the 
custom  under  which  the  widow  claimed,  and  which  was  free 
bench,  was  considered  by  all  authorities,  particularly  Hobart,181« 
as  a  part,  fruit,  or  excrescence  out  of  the  estate  of  her  husband : 
it  was  in  fact  the  estate  of  the  husband,  which,  for  the  benefit  of 
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the  widow,  was  said  to  have  continuance  after  his  death,  for  a 
period  of  time  prescribed  by  the  particular  customs  of  particular 
manors;  in  some,  during  the  widow's  life;  in  others,  during  her 
widowhood  only.  To  have  continuance,  it  must  first  exist ;  but 
it  did  not  exist  till  the  husband  was  a  complete  copyholder ; 
and  he  was  not  a  complete  copyholder  till,  in  the  language  of 
the  custom,  he  was  seised. 

For  the  true  idea  of  seisin,  resort  must  be  had  to  the  ancient 
system  of  feudal  tenures :  by  that  system,  seisin  was  a  technical 
expression  to  describe  the  completion  of  the  investiture  by  which 
the  tenant  was  admitted  into  the  tenure,  and  without  which  no 
freehold  could  be  constituted  or  pass :  sciendum  est  feudum  sine 
investiturd  nullo  modo  constitui  posse.  Without  this  seisin,  no- 
thing more  than  a  naked  possession  was  acquired.  In  the  con- 
veyance of  freeholds,  where  it  was  by  feoffment,  the  investiture 
was  completed  by  livery  :  in  the  conveyance  of  copyholds,  after 
surrender,  it  was  completed  by  admittance.  A>nd  no  case  was  to 
be  found  where  admittance  was  not  deemed  as  necessary  to 
complete  the  investiture  in  the  conveyance  of  a  copyhold^  as 
livery  was  of  a  freehold,  where  it  passed  by  feoffment ;  or  as  en- 
rolment, where  it  was  conveyed  by  bargain  and  sale. 

Upon  these  principles,  therefore,  that  no  estate  of  this  sort 
could  pass  unless  the  investiture  was  completed,  and  that  the 
investiture  could  not  be  completed  without  admittance,  it  was 
insisted  that  John  Atkins  did  not  die  seised,  and  therefore  that 
his  widow  was  not  within  the  custom  :  that  she  had  no  right  to  . 
be  admitted  under  it,  and  for  that  reason  could  have  no  right  to 
retain  the  premises  against  the  heir.. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  contended  for  the  widow*  that  if  the 
death  of  the  cestui  que  use  before  admittance  did  not  alter  the 
nature  of  the  estate  transferred  by  the  surrender,  the  widow 
must  have  the  same  title  as  if  the  husband  had  been  admitted  : 
and  if  the  admittance  had  a  relation  to  the  time  of  the  sur- 
render in  all  respects,  and  even  so  far  as  to  defeat  all  mesne 
acts  between  the  surrender  and  the  admittance,  it  would  follow 
that  the  admittance  of  the  heir  must  have  relation  back  to  the 
time  of  the  surrender,  so  as  to  give  the  cestui  que  use  a  complete 
title,  and  to  give  his  estate  all  the  incidents  which  would  have 
accompanied  it,  if  they  had  happened  at  the  same  moment ;  and 
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consequently  that  the  widow,  who  would  hare  been  entitled  if 
they  had  in  fact  so  happened,  should  have  a  right  to  the  fiction 
of  law,  especially  against  the  heir. 

Lord  Mansfield  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  He  said 
the  question  was,  whether  the  heir  of  the  surrenderee,  who  died 
before  admittance,  should  avoid  the  free  bench,  or  customary 
dower  of  the  widow,  because  he  died  before  admittance.  In  this 
case  the  contract  was  for  a  purchase  and  sale ;  the  surrender  was 
the  substantial  part  of  the  conveyance,  and  a  complete  execution 
of  the  contract,  as  between  the  vendor  and  vendee.  The  sur- 
render and  admittance  were  different  parts  of  the  same  convey- 
ance ;  the  formal  effectuated  the  substantial  part,  and  therefore 
must  relate  to  it ;  both  together  made  but  one  conveyance.  The 
admittance  must  be  pursuant  to  the  surrender,  and  consequently 
must  operate  as  from  the  date  of  it. 

Anti,  t.  67.  He  cited  the  case  of  Benson  v.  Scot,  and  the  case  in  1  InsL 

59.  b.     He  said,  it  was  laid  down  that  the  lord  was  only  an  in- 

4  Rep.  49  b.      strument:  that  after  admittance  the  surrenderee  was  in  by  him, 

who  made  the  surrender :  that  although  the  surrenderor,  or  the 
tenants  by  whose  hands  the  surrender  was  made,  died,  yet  pre- 
sentment and  admittance  afterwards  was  good :  and  where  he  to 
whose  use  the  surrender  was  made,  died  before  admittance,  bis 
heir  should  be  admitted.    The  true  reason  was  drawn  from  the 

Tit.  Copyhold     cootext,  and  given  in  Bacon's  Ab. — **  for  upon  admittance  the 

(G.)  s.  8.  estate  is  in  cestui  que  use,  from  the  time  of  the  surrender,  by 

relation.'^ 

1  Roll.  Ab,  That  Moore's  case,  Trin.  40  Eliz.  referred  to  by  Justice  New- 
627.  pi.  9.         digate  in  the  case  of  Blunt  v,  Clarke,  was  not  stated,  nor  did  it 

appear  what  the  question  was.  The  proposition  in  Roll's  Ab. 
that  the  heir  being  admitted  is  in  by  the  lord,  and  not  by  him 
that  made  the  surrender,  was  contrary  to  truth,  and  to  all  the 
authorities :  the  lord  was  a  mere  instrument,  and  could  not  vary 
from  the  surrender.    And  in  the  same  case  of  Blunt  v.  Clarke, 

■ 

reported  afterwards  in  the  same  book,  Olynn,  Ch.  Just,  says — 

2  Sid.  61.  '*  If  a  man  seised  of  copyholds  in  borough  english,  surrenders  to 

the  use  of  J.  S.  and  his  heirs,  and  J.  S.  dies  before  admittance, 
leaving  two  sons,  the  younger  of  them  shall  have  the  land,  be- 
cause he  is  in  by  descent,  or  at  least  by  force  of  the  first  sur- 
render, and  so  in  nature  of  a  descent." 

That  it  was  said  in  the  Treatise  of  Tenures  ascribed  to  Lord 
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Ch.  B.  Gilbert,  and  he  supposed  written  by  him,  that  this  opi- 
nion seemed  to  be  very  reasonable,  "  for  heirs  was  certainly  there 
a  word  of  limitation,  and  not  of  purchase,  and  certainly  there  is 
as  much  reason  to  adjudge  the  heir  in  by  descent  here,  as  there 
is  to  adjudge  an  heir  in  by  descent  where  a  recovery  was  had 
against  the  ancestor,  but  not  executed  till  after  his  death ;  be- 
cause the  use  might  have  vested  during  the  life  of  the  ancestor ; 
and  because  the  execution  hath  a  retrospect.  And  in  truth,  the 
case  of  a  surrender  is  just  the  same ;  for  admittance  might  have 
been  in  the  life  of  the  ancestor,  and  when  it  was  had  it  had  a  re- 
trospect." 

That  with  this  reasoning  the  Court  agreed,  and  were  of  opi- 
nion, that  upon  admittance  the  heir  was  in  by  descent  from  the 
surrenderor,  to  which  the  admittance  related. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  expressly  admitted 
as  heir.  The  law  cast  the  free  bench  on  the  widow,  just  as  it 
cast  the  descent  upon  the  heir.  The  admittance  by  relation 
made  her  husband  seised  from  the  date  of  the  surrender. 

There  was  no  rule  better  founded  in  law,  reason,  and  conve- 
nience than  this, — "That  all  the  several  parts  and  ceremonies 
necessary  to  complete  a  conveyance  shall  be  taken  together  as 
one  act,  and  operate  from  the  substantial  part,  by  relation,** 
Livery  related  to  the  feoffment ;  enrolment  to  the  bargain  and 
sale ;  a  recovery  to  the  deed  which  leads  the  uses ;  so  admittance 
should  relate  to  the  surrender,  especially  when  it  was  a  sale  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  as  in  this  case. 

The  title  was  not  complete  till  admittance,  and  to  the  lord  it 
was  material  in  respect  of  his  fine ;  but  as  between  the  parties, 
the  vendor  and  vendee,  the  admittance  was  mere  form.  This 
agreement  was  executed,  and  the  land  bound  by  the  surrender. 
The  lord  was  compellable  by  mandamus,  or  decree,  to  admit ;  the 
vendor,  his  widow,  his  heir,  and  all  claiming  under  him,  were 
concluded  from  saying,  after  .admittance,  that  the  land  did  not 
pass  from  the  day  of  the  surrender.  Upon  this  ground  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  inheritance  whereof  his  brother  died 
seised ;  it  should  not  be  in  his  mouth  to  say,  against  the  widow, 
that  his  brother  did  not  die  seised.    Judgment  for  the  widow.     . 

60.  The  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  preced-  Holdfut  v. 
ingcase  has  been  fully  confirmed  by.a  subsequent  determination  ^xermIU(KX). 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  which  it  was  held,  that  the  title 
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to  copyhold  lands  relates  back  from  the  time  of  the  admittance 
to  the  sarrender,  as  against  all  persons  but  the  lord  ;  so  that  the 
surrenderee  may  recover  in  ejectment  against  the  surrenderor 
[or  other  person,]  on  a  demise  laid  between  the  times  of  the  sur- 
render and  admittance. 

61.  Copyhold  estates  may  not  only  be  surrendered  to  the  use 
of  another  person  absolutely,  but  also  upon  condition  that  if  the 
surrenderor  pay  the  surrenderee  a  particular  sum  of  money  on  a 
given  day,  the  surrender  shall  be  void  ;  and  in  all  cases  of  this 
kind,  the  surrenderor  continues  to  be  the  legal  tenant  till  the 
mortgagee  is  admitted. 

62.  It  is  said  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  that  mortgages  of  copy- 
holds were  constantly  in  the  following  manner : — ^A  conditional 
surrender  was  made  ;  and  if  that  surrender  was  not  presented, 
the  general  custom  of  the  manor  being  that  it  became  void,  a 
new  surrender  was  made ;  and  the  lord  did  not  become  entitled 
to  a  fine  on  these  surrenders,  because  they  were  only  intended 
as  a  pledge  for  securing  the  repayment  of  the  money  advanced. 

63.  If  the  person  to  whose  use  the  surrender  is  made  is  ad- 
mitted, he  thereby  acquires  the  legal  estate ;  and  upon  payment 
of  the  money,  he  must  surrender  back  the  premises  to  the  mort- 
gagor. [But  if  the  condition  is  not  broken,  and  the  money  paid 
within  the  prescribed  time,  the  surrender  becomes  ipso  facia 
void.] 

64.  In  the  case  of  a  mortgage  of  a  copyhold,  the  equity  of 
redemption  will  follow  the  custom  as  to  the  legal  estate,  as  it 
does  in  borough  english  lands;  which,  if  mortgaged,  the  equity 
of  redemption  will  descend  to  the  youngest  son,  to  whom  the 
legal  estate  would  have  descended. 

66.  Although  a  surrender,  by  way  of  mortgage,  be  not  pre- 
sented, yet  it  will  be  a  lien  on  the  estate  in  equity ;  and  will  be 
good  against  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt. 

66.  A  mortgagee  of  a  copyhold  will  not  be  allowed  to  tack  a 
judgment  debt  to  that  due  upon  the  mortgage,  because  copy- 
holds are  not  subject  to  an  execution  upon  a  judgment. 

67.  Upon  a  bill  by  the  heir  of  the  mortgagor^  to  redeem  a 
mortgage  of  copyhold  lands,*  upon  payment  of  the  principal  and 
interest  due,  the  defendant  insisted  to  have  a  judgment,  which 
had  been  assigned  to  him,  first  satisfied,  before  the  plaintiff 
should  be  let  in  to  redeem. 
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Lord  Harcourt  said,,  copy  bold  lands  were  not  liable  to  a  judg^ 
ment,  and  therefore  the  judgment  should  not  be  tacked  to  the  Tit.  16.  c.  5. 
mortgage  in  this  case ;  but  the  pIainti£P  should  redeem  upon  pay- 
ment of  what  was  due  on  the  mortgage,  without  satisfying  the 
judgment. 

68.  Where  a  third  mortgage  is  made  of  a  copyhold  to  the 
steward  of  the  manor,  he  shall  not,  by  purchasing  in  the  first 
mortgage,  gain  a  priority  over  the  second ;  because,  as  steward, 
he  must  have  had  notice  of  it. 

69.  A.  being  a  copyholder  in  fee,  mortgaged  his  copyhold  by  Brothers  v. 
surrender  to  B.,  who  was  admitted  by  J.  S.  the  steward  of  the  Fitzgib.  lis. 
manor.     Afterwards,  A  mortgaged  the  same  copyhold  to  D., 

and  afterwards  to  the  steward  of  the  manor  himself,  who  then 
purchased  in  the  first  mortgage. 

Lord  King  decreed  that  J.  S.  the  steward,  by  the  purchase  in 
of  the  first  incumbrance,  should  not  postpone  the  middle  mort- 
gagee, but  that  he  should  be  satisfied  in  order  of  priority,  after 
the  first  mortgage  discharged,  since  J.  S.  must  have  bad  notice 
of  the  mesne  mortgage  at  the  time  of  the  mortgage  made  to 
him,  he  being  steward  of  the  manor  when  D.  was  admitted. 

70.  A  mortgagee  who  is  not  in  possession  may  bring  his  bill  ^  ^^*  ^^^' 
against  a  mortgagor,  before  admittance,  for  a  decree  of  fore- 
closure ;  and  after  he  has  obtained  such  a  decree  may  bring  his 
ejectment  for  the  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

71.  A  surrender  of  a  copyhold  estate  will  not  destroy  a  con-  Anurendef-wiii 

^''  •'  not  destroy  a 

tingent  remainder  limited  thereon,  because  the  legal  freehold,  contingent 
which  IS  m  the  lord,  will  support  such  remamder.  xit.  16.  c.  6. 

72.  Thus,  where  copyhold  estates  were  devised  to  A.  for  life,  r^°\S°' 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  &c.,  remainder  to  Mlidmav  v. 
B.  in  fee ;  A.  before  he  had  any  sons  born,  bought  the  reversion  ^^^243. 
of  B.,  and  had  it  surrendered  to  his  (A.'s)  own  use,  thinking  by  P*^**  ^®^* 

^     •'    3  Fres.  Con. 

that  means  to  merge  bis  estate  for  life,  and  so  destroy  the  contin-  399. 402. 
gent  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons. 

It  was  however  agreed,  that  this  surrender  of  the  reversion 
would  not  bar  the  son,  because  the  freehold  and  inheritance 
were  in  the  lord ;  for  there  was  not  the  like  inconvenience  as  in 
freehold  estates  at  common  law,  in  respect  of  the  contingent  re- 
mabders,  where  there  was  nobody  against  whom  to  bring  a 
pracipe* 

73.  Lord  Ch.  B.  Gilbert  says,  **  Copyholder  for  life,  remainder  Ten.  244. 
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to  another  in  fee,  the  first  copyholder  commits  a  forfeiture,  he  in 
1  Wat.  Cop.      remainder  shall  not  enter,  but  the  lord  shall  hold  it  during  the  life 

of  the  first  copyholder ;  for  copyhold  estates  are  not  like  those  at 
common  law,  forin  copyhold  cases  the  remainder  is  to  commence 
after  the  death  of  tenant  for  life,  and  not  after  his  estate  or 
interest  is  gone." 
205.  74.  In  a  subsequent  page,  he  says,  ''It  is  made  a  doubt 

whether,  by  the  destruction  of  the  particular  estate,  the  remain- 
der that  is  in  contingency  be  destroyed.  As  to  this  point  we 
ought  to  distinguish,  for  it  seems  some  are,  and  some  are  not ; 
as,  for  example,  if  an  estate  be  given  to  a  copyholder  for  life,  the 
remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  J.  S.,  if  the  tenant  for  life  die, 
leaving  J.  S.,  there  it  seems  clear  that  the  remainder  is  destroyed ; 
for  it  cannot  take  effect,  as  by  the  limitations  it  ought.  But 
then,  if  tenant  for  life  in  that  case  had  committed  a  forfeiture, 
or  made  a  surrender  and  then,  living  tenant  for  life,  J.  S.  had 
died,  it  seems  to  be  very  clear  that  his  right  heir  might  take ; 
for  his  estate  in  remainder  was  not  to  take  effect  after  the  deter- 
Vide  Fearne,     mination  of  the  interest  of  tenant  for  life,  but  after  bis  death ; 

and  when  that  happened,  he  was  capable  to  take." 
A  surrender  and      75.  Where  a  copyhold  has  descended  ex  parte  matema,  a  sur- 
aitmtbe  '       render  and  re-surrender  will  alter  the  descent,  and  make  them 
^**^'**'  descendible  to  the  heirs  ex  parte  paternd. 

Doe  V.  Moigao,      76.  A  person  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  copyhold  estate,  which 
103?™       *      ^^^  descended  to  him  ex  parte  tnatemA,  surrendered  it  to  the  use 

of  himself  and  his  assigns  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  such 
persons,  and  for  such  estates,  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will 
direct.  He  afterwards  surrendered  to  the  use  of  a  mortgagee, 
in  fee,  who  was  admitted.  The  mortgagor  paid  the  knortgage 
money ;  and  the  heir  of  the  mortgagee,  who  was  an  infant,  by 
virtue  of  an  order  ftom  the  Court  of  Chancery,  surrendered  the 
premises  into  the  hands  of  the  lord,  to  the  use  of  the  mort- 
gagee, who  was  admitted. 

Lord  Kenyon  held  this  to  be  like  a  feoffment  and  re-enfeoff- 

ment,  which  it  had  long  been  settled,  broke  the  line  of  descent, 

and  consequently  the  heir  ex  parte  paternd  was  entitled  to 

recover. 

CoDstmction  77.  The  same  rules  are  adopted  in  the  construction  of  sur- 

Vide'rit  32!     renders  as  in  that  of  grants;  and  therefore,  where  a  particular 

^  ^*  thing  is  once  sufficiently  ascertained  by  some  circumstance  be- 
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longing  to  it,  the  addition  of  an  allegation  mistaken  or  false 
respecting  it,  will  not  frustrate  it ;  but  where  the  surrender  is  in 
general  terms^  there  the  addition  of  a  particular  circumstance 
will  operate  by  way  of  restriction  and  modification  of  such 
surrender. 

78.  Thomas  Earl  of  Strafford  having  several  customary  tene-  ^^  »•  Vernon, 

°  •'5  East,  61. 

ments  held  of  the  manor  of  Wakefield,  some  of  which  were 
compounded  and  others  uncompounded,  surrendered  to  the  use 
of  his  will  all  and  singular  the  lands,  tenements,  &c.  whatsoever 
in  the  manor,  which  he  held  of  the  lord  by  copy  of  court-roll,  in 
whose  tenure  or  occupation  soever  the  same  were,  being  of  the 
yearly  rent  to  the  lord  in  the  whole  of  41.  10s.  8j^d.,  and  com- 
pounded for.  It  was  held,  that  the  words  and  compounded  for, 
restrained  the  operation  of  the  surrender  to  that  description  of 
copyholds  then  belonging  to  the  surrenderor,  and  that  the  words 
being  of  the  yearly  rent,  &c.,  which  were  not  referable  to  any  Goodright  v. 
actual  amount  of  the  rents,  either  compounded  or  uncompounded,  h  £i^t,  58. 
though  much  nearer  to  the  whole  than  to  the  compounded  only, 
could  not  qualify  or  impugn  that  restriction. 

79.  The  uses  of  surrenders  are  generally  declared  in  the  sur- 
render, which  is  entered  on  the  court-rolls ;  though  Lord  Hard*  i  Atk.  74. 
wicke  held,  there  was  no  neccessity  for  a  declaration  of  uses  of 

a  surrender  in  the  court-rolls,  and  that  where  the  steward  endorsed 
the  uses  on  the  back  of  the  surrender,  it  was  sufficient.  But 
where  copyholds  are  surrendered  to  trustees,  the  uses  are  declared 
by  a  separate  instrument,  which  is  never  entered  on  the  court- 
rolls,  and  in  that  case  the  legal  estate  remains  in  the  trustees, 
copyholds  not  being  within  the  statute  of  uses.    . 

80.  The  construction  of  the  uses  declared  on  a  surrender  of  a 
copyhold  estate  was  not  formerly  so  strict  as  that  of  a  common 
law  conveyance,  especially  where  there  had  been  a  custom  in  the 
manner  of  construing  surrenders  in  a  particular  manner. 

81.  Thus,  where  the  surrender  is  general,  without  any  words  Co.  Cop.  s.  49. 
of  limitation,  the  surrenderee  will  take  an  estate  for  life ;  but  if  Gilb.  Ten.  258. 
there  be  a  special  custom  in  a  manor,  that  the  words  sibi  et  suis 

or  sibi  et  assignatis,  &c.  shall  create  an  estate  of  inheritance,  they 
will  be  allowed  to  have  that  effect. 

82.  A  custom*that  where  a  copyholder  surrenders  to  the  use  Brown  v.  Foster, 

Pro    "EMz  392 

of  another,  without  expressing  any  estate,  the  lord  may  grant  it       '      *      * 
in  fee  to  the  person  to  whose  use  the  surrender  was  made,  was 

VOL.  V.  H    H 
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held  to  be  good ;  for  the  interest  of  the  bind  being  between  the 
lord  and  the  copyholder,  it  was  not  unreasonable  that  upon  such 
an  uncertainty  the  lord  should  ascertain  it. 

Cop.  8. 49.  83.  Lord  Coke  says,  if  a  copyhold  be  surrendered  to  a  man, 

473.  et  semini  mo  haredilabili  de  corpore,  or  to  a  man,  et  haredibus  ex 

ipso  procreatis,  or  to  a  man  in  frank  marriage,  with  his  wife,  an 
estate  tail  will  pass :  in  the  first,  without  the  woi-d  heirs ;  ia 
the  second,  without  the  word  body ;  and  in  the  third,  without 
either. 

84.  It  was  howerer  resolved,  in  the  reign*  of  King  Charles  L 
that  an  estate  tail  should  not  arise  by  implication,  upon  a  sur- 

Seagood  «.         render  of  a  copyhold  :  as,  where  a  copyholder  surrendered  to  A. 

Cro.  Car.  366.    ^^^  B.,  and  the  longer  liver  of  them,  and,  for  want  of  issue  o( 

the  body  of  A.,  the  lands  to  remain  to  the  son  of  J.  S«.    It  was  • 
resolved,  that  A.  had  but  an  estate  for  life,  and  being  so  by 
express  limitation,  no  greater  estate  should  arise  to  him  by 
implication. 

1  p.  Wins.  14.       85.  In  the  case  of  Fisher  v.  Wigg,  Justice  Gould  said,  that 

Tit  32  c  22  i» 

surrenders  of  copyhold  lands  to  uses  shall  have  the  same  favour- 
able construction  as  wills,  and  are  not  to  be  tied  up  to  the  strict 
rules  of  the  common  law,  but  expounded  according  to  the  intent 
of  the  party. 

This  principle  was  opposed  by  Lord  Holt,  who  held,  that  sur- 
renders of  copyholds  must  be  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  con- 
1  p.  Wms.  70.  veyances  at  common  law.    In  the  case  of  Idle  v.  Cook,  which 
1 144.'    '^™'     ^^one  a  few  years  after.  Lord  Holt  and  the  other  Judges  appear 

to  have  agreed  in  opinion,  that  the  construction  of  a  surrender 
ought  to  be  the  same  as  that  of  a  feoffment  or  any  other  deed ; 
and  Justice  Powell  said,  **  We  have  gone  too  far  already  in  help- 
ing the  intention  of  the  parties,  in  construction  of  limitations, 
and  have  made  estates  so  uncertain,  that  lawyers  do  not  know 
how  to  advise  purchasers.  I  cannot  consent  to  carry  it  any- 
further." 
n  Atk.  101.  86.  This  doctrine  has  been  confirmed  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  who 

3  -        12.  , 

has  said,  that  surrenders  of  copyholds  are  to  be  construed  as 
deeds  and  conveyances  ajt  common  law,  (a)  and  not  as  a  wilL 

(a)  [The  pfoposition  that  surreDders  of  copyhold  must  be  construed  as  coii?eymiiott 
at  common  law  admits  of  some  qualification,  for  some  limitations  in  surrenders  of 
copyhold  are  good,  which  in  oonyeyances  at  common  law  would  be  void.  For  is* 
stance,  a  man  may  surrender  copyhold  to  his  wife,  supra,  s.  31. ;  and  it  is  now  littlad 
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87,  In  the  construction  of  surrenders^  the  word  or  will  be  con- 
strued and,  if  necessary  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties. 

88.  A  person  surrendered  a  copyhold  to  the  use  of  himself  for  ^^^ "' 
life ;  and  from  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  his  wife  during  3  Term  R. 
her  widowhood ;  and  after  bis  decease,  and  upon  the  marriage  of 

bis  wife,  then  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  William  Wallis,  for  his 
natural  life,  and  from  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  the 
issue  of  his  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten;  with  ^.proviso,  that  in 
case  W.  Wallis  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  surrenderor,  or 
without  issue  of  his  body,  then  all  the  surrendered  premises 
should  go  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  surrenderor  for  ever.  Wm. 
Wallis  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  surrenderor,  leaving  issue,  who 
brought  an  ejectment ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  they  were 
entitled  to  this  copyhold. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  the  questions  were.  What  was  the  intention 
of  the  parties  to  the  surrender?  whether  they  had  expressed  it  in 
legal  terms ;  and  if  so,  whether  any  rule  of  law  would  be  violated 
in  giving  effect,  to  it  ?  There  was  no  doubt  but  that  a  surrender 
was  considered  as  a  common  law  conveyance,  and  was  not  enti- 
tled to  the  same  favourable  construction  as  a  will ;  and  therefore, 
unless  the  surrenderor  had  used  the  language  which  would  confer 
a  legal  estate,  it  could  not  be  conferred.  In  deeds,  certain  legal 
phrases  must  be  used  in  order  to  create  certain  estates,  as  the 
word  heirs,  to  create  a  fee,  and  heirs  of  the  body,  to  create  an  es- 
tate tail.  But  beyond  that,  he  would  say  with  Lord  Hardwicke, 
that  there  was  no  magic  in  particular  words,  further  than  as  they 
showed  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Now  here  it  was  impossible 
to  entertain  any  doubt.  S.  B.  surrendered  the  estate  to  the  use 
of  himself  for  life,  then  to  his  wife  during  widowhood ;  then, 
that  is,  in  case  her  estate  for  life  was  put  an  end  to  by  doing 
this  act,  which  he  meant  to  guard  against,  to  her  son  W.  Wallis 
for  life ;  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  issue  of  his  body.  There- 
lore  he  could  not  accede  to  what  was  said  by  the  defendant's 
counsel,  that  this  was  »  contingent  remainder  in  W.  Wallis;  for 
it  was  vested,  though  he  cautiously  avoided  saying  what  the  limi- 
tation to  his  issue  was.    The  surrender  then  proceeded  to  state  a 

after  much  conflict  of  aathoiity  and  opinion,  that  ahitting  uses,  in  a  surrender,  are  good, 
diough  not  allowed  in  conveyances  at  common  law,  vide  infra,  s.  98,  99,  100.  Bod- 
dingtoii  V.  Abemcthy,  6  B.  &  C,  77S.  infra,  s.  101,] 

H    H   2 
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3  Atk.  390. 


Vid«rit32. 
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Gilb.'Ten.  370. 
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BaDoer, 
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Cont.  R.  SO. 
SattoD  «• 
Stone* 
2  Atk.  101. 
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proviso,  that  in  case  W.  Wallis  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
surrenderor,  or  without  issue  of  his  body,  the  estate  should  go  to 
the  right  heirs  of  the  surrenderor,  and  here  the  question  arose  on 
the  word  or:  there  was  no  doubt  of  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
and  where  sense  required  it,  there  were  many  cases  to  show,  that 
the  Court  might  construe  the  word  or  into  and,  and  and  into  oTj 
in  order  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  parties :  here  therefore, 
in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  of  the  surrenderor,  the 
Court  must  say  that  when  he  used  the  word  or,  he  meant  and, 
and  there  was  no  case  in  which  any  difference  had  been  made,  as 
to  this  point,  between  a  will  and  a  deed,  when  the  Court  were 
considering  how  the  intention  of  the  parties  could  be  effected. 
Then,  without  deciding  what  interest  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
had,  at  all  events,  they  had  a  suflScient  title  to  maintain  the  eject- 
ment 

89.  The  rule  established  in  Shelly's  case  takes  place  in  the 
construction  of  surrenders  of  copyholds  made  before  the  31st. 
December,  1833 ;  (a)  and  therefore,  where  a  person  surrendered  a 
copyhold  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  another  in  tail, 
remainder  to  his  own  right  heirs,  there  the  heirs  shall  take  by 

descent 

90.  Mr.  Feame  observes,  that  in  a  case  noticed  by  Atkyns, 

upon  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold  to  the  use  of  the  husband  for  life, 
then  of  the  wife  for  life,  and  of  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  the  hus* 
band  and  wife,  remainder  in  fee  to  the  use  of  the  survivor,  it  is 
said  the  limitation  did  not  vest  an  absolute  estate  tail  in  the  wife, 
who  survived,  but  only  gave  her  an  estate  tail  after  possibility  of 
issue  extinct,  and  that  the  estate  tail  vested  in  the  person  who 
was  heir  of  the  bodies  of  both  husband  and  wife ;  that  the  reasons 
for  this  opinion  were  not  mentioned,  nor  was  it  stated  to  be  the 
resolution  of  the  Court,  nor  did  it  appear  whether  that  point  en* 
tered  the  question  then  before  the  Court,  and  that  it  was  no  easy 
matter  to  account  for  such  an  opinion.  The  limitation  to  the 
heirs  of  the  bodies  of  the  baron  and  feme  most  either  have  been 
executed  in  the  baron  and  feme  jointly,  as  an  estate  tail  in  pos- 
session, or  have  vested  in  them  jointly  as  a  remainder,  unless  it 
could  have  been  held  a  contingent  limitation  to  the  heir  of  both 
their  bodies.  In  neither  of  the  two  first  cases  could  the  wife  be 
tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  so  long  as  any 
issue  of  her  body  by  her  deceased  husband  was  living ;  and  if 


(a)  See  Stat.  3  &  4  Wi^. 4.  c.  106.  s.  3. 
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there  was  any  such  issue  then  liviog,  it  could  not  vest  in  such  l  luu  27  b. 
issue  till  her  death.  In  the  third  case,  she  could  take  no  estate 
tail  at  ally  and  consequently,  could  not  be  tenant  in  tail  after 
possibility  of  issue  extinct ;  the  only  cases,  in  which  she  could  be 
tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct  were  those  two,  in 
which  it  was  impossible  there  should  then  be  any  such  person  as 
the  heir  of  both  their  bodies.  The  question  being  upon  a  sur- 
render of  a  copyhold,  made  no  difference  in  the  construction,  as 
it  was  agreed  in  the  same  case  that  surrenders  of  copyholds 
should  be  construed  in  the  same  manner  as  conveyances  at  com- 
mon law.  Now,  under  a  similar  limitation  at  common  law,  be 
apprehended,  the  husband  and  wife  taking  distinct  and  succes- 
sive estates  for  life,  the  joint  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies  would  not  have  been  executed  in  them  in  possession,  but 
would  have  been  vested  in  them  jointly  as  a  remainder  in  tail ;  Tiu  33.  c.  23« 
that  this  remainder  surviving  to  the  wife  upon  the  decease  of  her 
husband,  would  have  merged  her  estate  for  life,  so  as  to  make 
her  tenant  in  tail  in  possession ;  but'she  having  had  no  issue  by 
her  deceased  husband,  or  such  issue  being  then  extinct,  would 
thereby  have  become  only  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue 
extinct. 

91.  Charles  Aistrop  the  father  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  free-  Roe  «.  AUtrop, 
hold  estate,  and  also  of  the  premises  in  question,  being  copyhold  122a.  * 
of  inheritance,  descendible  to  the  youngest  son,  settled  his  free- 
hold previous  to  his  marriage  to  the  use  of  himself  and  Ann  his 
intended  wife  for  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the  survivor,  and  after 
their  decease,  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said 
Charles  on  the  body  of  the  said  Ann  to  be  begotten,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  own  right  heirs;  and  also  covenanted  to  surren- 
der his  copyhold  '^  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his  said  intended 
wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies  to  be  begotten,  in  like 
manner,  and  to  the  same  uses,  as  the  freehold  lands  and  tene- 
ments therein  before  mentioned  were  settled  and  conveyed." 

The  copyhold  was  surrendered  to  the  use  of  the  husband  and 
wife  for  their  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor ;  and  after  their 
several  deceases,  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies  law- 
fully begotten  or  to  be  begotten ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue^  to 
the  husband,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  even  The  husband  and 
wife  were  admitted  accordingly,  and  died,  leaving  issue  two  sons. 
The  question  was,  to  which  of  the  sons  the  copyhold  went. 

Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grey  said,  it  was  a  mighty  clear  case 
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There  was  reason  indeed  to  suppose  that  the  parties  might  not 
mean  the  two  estates  to  go  in  a  different  channel ;  but  this  wm 
only  a  supposition ;  and  if  certain,  still  as  this  was  a  legal  estate, 
it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  parties  to  alter  the  legal  coarse  of 
descent.  It  was  an  estate  executed,  and  seemed  to  be  an  estate 
tail  in  the  father  and  mother.  Had  it  been  executory  and  upoa 
articles^  then,  according  to  Lord  Hardwieke's  doctrine  in  the 

TH.  32.  c.  23.    case  of  Roberts  v.  Kingiey,  the  Court  might  have  considered  the 

word  heir  as  a  word  of  purchase,  but  in  the  present  case,  it  was 
impossible. 

Sir  W.  Blackstone  said  he  thought  the  freehold  was  clearly 
vested  in  the  father  only,  in  special  tail ;  the  copyhold  in  both 
father  and  mother:  so  fttr  there  was  a  difference  made  in  the 
outset,  notwithstanding  the  woi^s  *'  in  like  manner/'  8ce.  But 
he  ccHiceiyed  there  appeared  no  intention  in  favour  of  ^ther  son 
exclusively,  they  were  left  to  the  disposition  of  the  law.  The 
heir  was  intended  to  succeed,  but  who  that  heir  should  be,  must 
be  left  to  the  legal  course  of  descent.  In  the  freehold,  it  was 
the  eldest  son  ;  in  the  copyhold,  the  youngest ;  and  had  there 
been  only  two  daughters,  both  would  have  succeeded  in  both. 
''  In  like  manner,"  8cc.  only  meant  that  both  estates  should  be 
entailed.    Judgment  for  the  youngest  son. 

Cont.  Rem*  84.      92.  Mr.  Feame  has  observed  on  this  case,  that  it  related  to  an 

actual  legal  settlement  before  marriage,  in  respect  of  the  free- 
holds, and  therefore  the  limitation  of  those  lands  was  not  open 
to  the  construction  of  articles,  to  be  carried  into  strict  settle* 
ment ;  and  the  settlement  of  the  copyholds,  though  resting  on 
the  covenant  for  surrender,  seemed  intimately  blended  witK  that 
of  the  freehold,  as  part  of  one  and  the  same  settlement.  Besides 
that  the  limitations  of  the  surrender  agreed  upon  were  expressly 
referred  to  the  same  manner  and  uses  as  the  freeholds  were  set- 
tled, and  therefore  could  not,  consistently  with  the  express  terms 
of  such  a  stipulation,  be  limited  in  strict  settlement  on  the  issue, 
as  purchasers,  when  the  settlement  of  the  freeholds  gave  an 
estate  tail  to  the  parent.  And  there  was  no  other  construction 
by  which  the  descent  of  the  lands  to  the  youngest  son  could  be 
avoided.  This  took  it  out  of  the  authority  of  the  cases  where 
Tit.  32.  c  23.    marriage  articles  were  carried  into  execution  by  way  of  strict 

settlement;   and  accounted  for  the  distinction,  by  the  Chief 
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Justice,  between  this  ease,  as  of  an  estate  executed,  and  one 
executory  on  articles. 

93.  Where  an  estate  for  life  is  limited,  either  to  the  father  Fearae,  Cont. 
•r  motlier  only,  and  the  subsequent  limitation  is  to  the  heirs  of 

both  their  bodies,  the  construction  is  the  same  in  regard  to 
copyholds  as  to  freeholds:  namely,  the  subsequent  limitation  Tit 32. c. 23. 
does  not  vest  in  the  ancestor  taking  the  estate  for  life,  but  is  a 
contingent  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  both  father 
and  mother. 

94.  A  person  surrendef«d  copyhold  lands  to  the  use  of  D.  Lane  v.  Pannei, 
and  of  the  wife  of  A.  for  their  liyes,  and  afterwards  to  the  use  of  238. 

the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  A*  and  his  wife. 

Upon  a  question  in  ejectment,  whether  this  subsequent  limi- 
tation to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  A.  and  his  wife  vested,  an 
estate  tail  in  the  wife  of  A.,  it  was  held  that  it  did  not,  but  was 
a  contingent  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  both  their  bodies. 

95.  John  Robinson  surrendered  a  copyhold  estate,  a^  opus  et  Frogmoiton  v. 
usum  Maria  Amall  quam  in  uxorem  ducere  intendit,  et  haredibus  ^  b!^  R. 
eorum  duorum  corporum  legitimi  procreatis,  et  pro  defectu  talis  '^^^* 
exitus,  ad  opus  et  usum  rectorum  haredum  pradicti  Johannis  Ro' 

binson.  Mary  Amall  was  admitted,  tenendum  sibi  et  haredibus 
eorum  duorum  corporum  legitimi  procreatis,  remainder  to  the 
right  heirs  of  John  Robinson.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
was  of  opinion  that  the  wife  took  only  an  estate  for  life,  with  a 
contingent  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  the  husband 
and  wife. 

96.  In  a  case  in  30  Eliz.  Lord  Coke  held  that  where  a  person  Allen  «. 

Palmer^ 

surrendered  a  copyhold  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  i  Leon.  loi. 

to  another  in  tail,  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  surrenderor, 

there  his  heirs  should  be  in  by  descent ;  contrary  where  the 

surrenderor  had  not  an  estate  for  life  or  in  tail  limited  to  him  ;• 

for  there  his  heir  should  enter  as  a  purchaser :  as  if  such  use 

had  been  limited  to  the  right  heirs  of  a  stranger,  which  was 

contrary  to  the  rule  in  freeholds ;  for  in  that  case  where  the 

estate  moves  from  the  grantor,  the  ultimate  limitation  to  his  Tit.  ii.  c.  4. 

heirs  general,  though  the  ancestor  takes  no  preceding  freehold, 

will  be  a  reveniion  in  him^  and  part  of  the  dd  estate,  and  the 

heir  will  take  it  by  descent. 

97.  The  only  ground  (says  Mr.  Feame)  upon  which   Lord  Cont.  Rem.  87. 
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Coke's  opiDioD  in  the  preceding  case  can  be  accounted  for,  is^ 
the  supposition  that  an  entire  new  estate  was  created,  and  de^ 
rived  under  the  uses  of  the  surrender,  throughout  the  whole  of 
them ;  and  that  no  estate  taken  under  those  uses  was  any  part 

GUb.  Ten.  272.  of  the  old  estate  :  but  that  this  notion  had  been  entirely  exploded 

f  by  modem  decisions. 

Roe  D.  Griffito»       98.  B.  North  surrendered  a  copyhold,  to  the  use  of  himself 

and  his  heirs,  till  the  solemnization  of  his  marriage,  then  to  the 
use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to  the 
children  of  the  marriage,  in  such  manner  as  B.  North  should 
appoint;  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
B.  North  by  his  intended  wife,  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  to 
the  said  B.  North,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.. 

Lord  Mansfield  held  that  though  B.  North  had  limited  the 
reversion  in  fee  to  himself,  yet  the  words  did  not  operate ;  for 

Thnistout «.       the  use  resulted  by  operation  of  law.  And  all  the  Judges  agreed 

Tit?385c."i!'     ^^^^  aft^r  the  surrender  to  the  uses  of  the  settlement,  the  rever^ 

sion  still  continued  in  the  husband ;  and  that  no  alteration  or 
change  of  estate  happened  in  this  case. 

Feame,  Cont.        99.  It  has  been  sometimes  doubted,  whether  limitations  in  the 

Tit!°i6.  c's.      nature  of  springing  and  shifting  uses  are  good,  in  surrenders  of 

copyholds.  But  this  doubt  appears  to  have  been  removed  by 
Mr.  Sanders,  in  a  tract,  entitled  —  '^  Surrenders  of  Copyhold 
Property  considered  with  reference  to  future  and  Springing  Uses." 
In  which  it  is  shown  that  powers,  together  with  springing  and 
shifting  uses,  may  be  created  in  declarations  of  uses  of  the  sur- 
renders of  copyholds,  as  well  as  in  conveyances  of  freehold 
estates. 

100.  [The  doubt  adverted  to  by  the  author  in  the  preceding 
section  appears  to  be  now  settled,  in  respect  of  shifting,  if  not  of 
springing  uses,  by  the  recent  case  next  stated.  In  that  case  it 
will  be  seen  that  the  uses  were  raised  in  substitution  of  existing 
estates,  by  an  exercise  of  a  power  of  revocation  and  new  appoint*- 
ment,  contained  in  the  deed  by  which  those  estates  were  created ; 
and  uses  so  raised  are  as  strictly  shifting  uses,  as  though  the 
substituted  limitations  were  originally  inserted  in  the  settlement 
instead  of  the  power. 

15"'  ^  ^'^'  101*  The  case  of  Boddington  v.  Abernethy  was  in  substance 

#70. 

as  follows:  By  settlement  in  1785,  on  the  intended  marriage  of 
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Ann  Forbes  with  William  Raymond,  the  real  estates  were  limited 
to  the  use  of  the  intended  husband  for  life,  with  divers  remain- 
ders over :  the  settlement  contained  a  power  of  sale  and  ex« 
change,  in  which  a  power  of  revocation  was  given  to  the 
tnistees,  with  the  consent  of  the  intended  husband  and  wife,  to 
revoke  the  uses  of  the  settlement,  and  limit  such  new  uses  as  * 

should  be  requisite  for  effectuating  the  sale  or  exchange.  The 
settlement  contained  a  covenant  from  Ann  Forbes,  to  suffer  a 
customary  recovery  of  the  copyhold  estate  in  question,  of  which 
she  was  tenant  in  tail ;  and  to  surrender  the  estate  to  the  uses 
before  limited  of  the  freehold.  The  customary  recovery  was 
subsequently  suffered,  and  the  copyhold  surrendered  to  the  uses 
of  the  settlement.  The  husband  was  admitted  as  tenant  for  Ijfe. 
By  release  and  appointment  of  the  16th  of  July,  1805,  the  trus- 
tees, in  pursuance  of  the  power,  sold  the  copyhold  estate  to 
Samuel  Boddingtoo,  and  revoked  the  uses  to  which  the  copy- 
hold had  been  surrendered',  and  appointed  them  to  the  use  of  the 
purchaser  in  fee ,-  and  the  husband  covenanted,  for  himself  and 
his  wife,  to  surrender  the  copyhold  accordingly.  On  the  22d  of 
August,  1805,  the  husband,  according  to  the  custom,  surrendered 
the  copyhold  to  the  trustees,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  settlement, 
who  were  duly  admitted  on  the  28th  of  August  following.  At 
the  same  court  the  trustees  sun*endered  the  copyhold  into  the 
hands  of  the  lord,  to  the  use  of  the  purchaser  in  fee,  who  was 
thereupon  admitted.  In  July,  1822,  Abernethy  contracted  with 
Boddington  for  the  purchase  of  the  copyhold  estate ;  and  upon 
the  investigation  of  the  title  the  question  arose,  and  a  case  was 
sent  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  whether  Bod- 
dington the  vendor  was  seised  in  fee-simple  at  the  will  of  the 
lord,  &c.  The  point  upon  which  the  question  turned  was,  whe- 
ther uses  to  arise  in  futuro  upon  contingencies,  and  so  as  to  de- 
feat prior  vested  estates,  could  be  well  limited  in  a  surrender  of 
copyhold.  The  case  was  fully  argued,  and  the  Judge's  certificate 
was  given  in  the  affirmative  that  Boddington  was  so  seised. 

102.  The  uses  in  the  above  case,  raised  by  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  sale,  were,  as  before  noticed,  shifting  uses ;  but  it  is 
conceived,  the  decision  virtually  removes  the  doubt  respecting 
springing  uses  in  surrenders  of  copyhold ;  for  the  principle  being 
once  settled,  that  surrenders  are  not  to  be  construed  strictly  as 
limitations,  in  conveyances  at  common  law,  no  reasons  can  be 
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urged  for  the  recognition  of  shifting  uses^  in  surrenders  of  copy* 
hold,  which  do  not  equally  apply  to  springing  uses,  or  indeed  to 
any  other  modifications  of  the  estate,  which,  though  void  at 
common  law,  may  be  effected  through  the  medium  of  the  statute 
of  uses,  provided  those  modifications  of  the  estate  are  not  incom- 
patible with  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  which  the  copyhold 
estatcMs  holden.] 

103.  It  has  been  long  settled  that  a  court  of  equity  will  supply 
the  want  of  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold  estate,  in  favour  of  a  pur* 
chaser  for  a  valuable  considenUion,  against  the  party  who  ought 
to  make  the  surrender,  and  also  against  his  heir,  or  against  his 
assignees,  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy. 

104.  A.  contracted  with  B.  for  the  purchase  of  a  copyhold 
estate,  and  paid  the  purchase  money,  and  B.  agreed  to  surrender 
the  premises  at  the  next  court,  but  died  before  a  court  was  held, 
or  any  surrender  made. '  Upon  a  bill  in  Chancery  by  the  pur- 
chaser against  the  heir,  the  Court  decreed  that  he  should  sur- 
render the  premises  as  soon  as  he  came  of  age. 

105.  A  mortgagee  being  a  purchaser  pro  tanto,  a  surrender  of 
a  copyhold  will  also  be  supplied  in  his  favour,  by  the  Court  of 
Chancery ;  even  against  a  purchaser  who  has  been  admitted. 

106.  A.  lent  B.  200L  on  a  surrender  of  some  copyhold  lands, 
which  A.  neglected  to  get  presented  at  the  next  court,  by  which 
it  became  void.  B.  afterwards  sold  the  same  lands  to  J.  S.  who 
took  a  surrender,  which  he  presented,  and  was  admitted.  But 
it  appearing  that  he  had  notice  of  A«'s  right,  it  was  decreed  that 
A.'s  defective  surrender  should  be  made  good ;  and  oo  an  appeal 
to  the  House  of  Lords  the  decree  was  affirmed. 

107.  In  the  case  of  a  voluntary  conveyance,  a  oourt  of  equity 
will  not  supply  the  defect  of  a  surrender  against  the  heir,  unless 
he  has  doni^  something  to  prevent  the  acceptance  of  the  sur* 
render. 

108.  An  article  or  agreement  in  writing,  executed  according 
to  the  statute  of  fi*ands,  to  surrender  a  copyhold  estate,  is  good ; 
and  the  person  entering  into  it,  and  his  heirs,  will  be  bound  by  it 
as  fully  as  by  an  agreement  to  convey  a  freehold  estate. 
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Section  I. 

It  has  been  stated  thtt  copyhold  estates  may  be  entailed,  whei*e  Tit.  lo.  c.  i. 
there  is  a  special  custom  to  warrant  it ;  or  rather  that  they  may 
be  limited  to  a  person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body»  with  a  remain- 
der over :  and  that  the  statute  De  donis  conditionalibus  co-operat- 
ing with  the  custom,  will  give  to  such  an  estate  all  the  qualities 
of  an  estate  tail.  In  consequence  of  which  it  has  been  deter- 
mined, that  entails  of  copyholds  may  be  barred  in  several  ways; 
for  otherwise  estates  of  this  kind  would  be  unalienable,  which 
the  law  will  not  allow. 

2«  The  modes  of  barring  entails  of  copyholds  [previously  to  Forfeiture  anil 
the  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4*  c.  74.]  were  principally  three,  forfeiture  SSb.°Ten.  177. 
and  regrant,  customiury  recovery,  and  surrender :  First,  by  for- 
feiture and  regrant ;  as  where  a  tenant  in  tail  of  a  copyhold 
commits  a  forfeiture,  in  consequence  of  which  the  lord  of  the 
manor  seises  it,  and  grants  it  ^ther  to  the  <Jd  tenant  or  to  another 
person,  such  grantee  will  acquire  an  estate  in  fee  simple. 

3.  Upon  a  trial  at  bar  in  ejectment,  for  lands  held  of  the  Pilkington «. 
manor  of  Wakefield,  it  was  admitted  that  by  the  custom  of  that  sid?3i?' 
manor  copyhold  lands  might  be  entailed,  and  that  the  mode  of 
barring  such  entails  was,  for  the  tenant  in  tail  to  commit  a  for- 
feiture, and  then  the  lord  made  three  proclamations,  after  which 
he  seised  the  copyhold,  and  granted  it  to  the  copyholder  in  fee. 
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Another  custom  to  bar  such  entail  was,  for  the  tenant  in  tail  to 
make  a  surrender  to  a  purchaser  in  fee,  and  then  for  the  pur- 
chaser, intending  to  bar  the  entail,  and  the  remainders,  to  com- 
mit a  forfeiture ;  then  the  lord  to  seise  and  make  three  proclama- 
tions, &c. :  that  thereby  the  issue  in  tail  was  barred,  though  the 
tenant  in  tail  did  not  join  ;  and  this  custom  was  found  by  the 
jury  and  allowed  by  the  Court  to  be  good. 

Sty.  R.  462.  4.  This  case  is  also  reported  by  Style,  who  mentions  that 

Lord  Cb.  J.  Roll  said  he  conceived  there  could  be  no  custom  for 
this,  because  the  seisure  for  a  forfeiture  destroyed  the  copyhold 
estate ;  for  it  was  at  the  lord's  election,  after  the  seisure,  whether 
he  would  grant  the  estate  again  by  copy  or  court-roll  or  not. 
But  this  effect  of  a  forfeiture  is  sanctioned  by  the  authority  of 
the  following  case. 

Grantham  V.  6.  On  a  trial  at  bar  it  was  ruled  by  the  court  on  eridence, 

2  Saund.  422  a.  that  where  W.  Saville  was  tenant  in  tail  of  divers  copyholds  in 

the  manor  of  Wakefield,  and  made  a  voluntary  lease  for  21 
years,  without  licence  of  the  lord,  to  qpmmit  a  forfeiture ;  which 
was  presented  in  the  copyhold  court,  and  the  lands  seised  into 
the  hands  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor ; 
and  W.  Saville  appointed  the  forfeiture  to  be  for  the  benefit  of 
Arthur  Saville  and  his  heirs.  It  being  proved  that  there  was  a 
custom  to  commit  such  forfeitures,  on  purpose  to  bar  the  entails 
of  copyholds,  and  to  transfer  the  lands  over  to  any  other  person ; 
although  A.  Saville  was  not  admitted  by  the  lord  in  the  lifetime 
of  W.  Saville,  yet  it  was  held  that  he  had  a  good  title ;  and  the 
forfeiture  was  only  in  the  nature  of  a  surrender,  or  of  a  common 
recovery ;  and  the  lord  could  not  admit  any  other  than  him  to 
whom  it  was  limited  by  the  tenant  so  making  such  a  forfeiture ; 
but  cestui  que  use  after  his  admittance  should  have  it,  and  the 
lord  could  not  otherwise  dispose  of  it :  and  whenever  cestui  que 
use  was  admitted,  he  should  avoid  all  mesne  acts  or  dispositions 
made  by  the  lord,  as  he  should  if  a  surrender  had  been  made  to 
his  use,  and  he  had  afterwards  been  admitted  according  to  the 
surrender. 

6.  This  custom  of  barring  entails  of  copyholds  by  forfeiture 
and  regrant  is  said  to  be  peculiar  to  the  manor  of  Wakefield. 

2  Saand.  fiut  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams  observes,  ^'  It  should  seem  thai  if 

422  b   n   1 

2  Ves*.  604.       there  was  a  custom  in  any  other  manor,  of  barring  an  entail  of  a 

copyhold  by  forfeiture  and  regrant,  it  would  be  good ;  for  what 
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18  a  good  custom  in  one  manor,  mast  necessarily  be  so  in 
another." 

7.  The  second  mode  of  barring  entails  of  copyholds  [pre-  Recoveiyin 
viously  to  the  3 1st  of  December,  1833,  (a)  was]  by  a  species  of  ooort. 
common  recovery,  grounded  on  what  Littleton  says,  (s.  76.)  that 
plaints  in  the  nature  of  writs  of  assize  at  common  law,  will  lie  in 

the  lord's  court,  upon  which  a  recovery  might  be  suffered. 

8.  Thus  in  23  and  24  Eliz.  it  was  adjudged  by  the  Court  of  Brown's  caw. 
Common  Pleas,  that  where,  by  the^  custom  of  the  manor,  plaints 

had  been  made  in  the  court  of  the  manor,  in  the  nature  of  real 
actions,  against  the  tenant  in  tail,  (admitting  that  copyhold  land 
might  be  entailed)  it  should  be  a  discontinuance,  and  should  toll 
the  entry  of  the  heir  in  taiL  For  inasmuch  as  plaints  in  the 
nature  of  real  actions  were  warranted  by  the  custom,  it  was  an 
incident  which  the  law  annexed  to  the  custom,  that  such  a  reco- 
very should  make  a  discontinuance. 

9.  This  determination  only  says  that  a  recovery  in  the  lord's 
court  shall  operate  as  a  dispontinuance,  and  take  away  the  entry 

of  the  heir.    And  Lord  Ch.  B.  Gilbert  observes,  that  a  recovery  Ten.  17&. 
with  voucher  does  not,  of  common  right,  bar  the  entail  of  a  copy- 
hold ;  but  that,  as  to  the  entailing  of  them,  custom  is  requisite ; 
90,  without  custom,  the  entail  cannot  be  cut  off.    The  reasons 
are,  because  without  an  intended  recompense  in  value,  no  recovery 
shall  bind,  and  the  surrenderee  comes  in  in  the  post  by  the  lord, 
and  is  not  in  in  the  per  by  theparty ;  and  so  no  warranty  can  be 
annexed  to  the  copyholder's  estate.     Besides,  they  have  only  an 
estate  at  wiil,  to  which  no  warranty  can  be  annexed  of  common 
right ;  for  no  estate  less  than  a  freehold  is  capable  by  common 
right  of  having  a  warranty  annexed  to  it.    And  accordingly  it 
was  adjudged  in  Clun's  case;  and  all  the  Judges  held  that  the  T.Raym.  162. 
recovery  did  not  bind  without  a  custom.    But  there  is  a  quare, 
whether  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  princijpal 
matter  or  not ;  for  it  seemed  to  have  been  a  discontinuance,  and 
then  the  defendant's  entry  could  not  be  lawful.    There  were  two 
other  cases  w^ere  this  question  came  in  dispute,  but  was  not  re- 
solved.   It  was  held  in  the  case  of  Church  v.  Wyat,  that  a  Moor,($37« 
recovery  by  custom  might  bur,  which  implied  that  without  a 

(a)  [By  tbe  stat  3  &  4  WiU.  4.  c.  74.  fines  and  reooreries  were  aboliihed  after  the 
above  mentioned  day :  for  an  epitome  of  ila  enactments  see  tit.  2.  t.  2.  is.  54  to  64.] 
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Id.  753.  ettstom  it  could  not  bar.     But  in  the  case  of  Oldcot  v.  Levell,  it 

was  agreed  that  a  recovery  might  be  in  the  court  of  the  lord, 
that  would  bar  a  copyhold ;  and  there  it  was  said  generally,  and 
was  not  put  upon  any  custom. 

Pigott,  103.  10.  The  usual  mode  of  suffering  a  common  recoTery  in  a  copy- 

hold court  [(previously  to  the  operation  of  the  stat  3  8l  4  Will.  4. 
c.  74.)  was  as  follows :]  the  tenant  in  tail  surrendered  it  to  some 
other  person,  to  make  him  tenant  to  the  prd^ipe,  and  then  a 
plainti  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  entry  in  the  po$t,  was  brought 
against  him,  who  Touched  the  tenant  in  tail,  and  he  vouched 
over  the  common  vouchee. 

Yid«  luprm,  1 1.  By  the  Statute  Tl  Will,  4.  c.  66.  s.  11.  it  was  enacted,  that 

Tit    \l\  t*    A 

s.  41.        *      it  should  be  lawful  for  any  person,  not  being  under  coverture,  and 

for  every  feme  covert  (being  secretly  examined),  to  appoint  an  at- 
torney for  the  purpose  of  surrendering  the  copyhold  or  customary 
tenements  of  which  a  common  recovery  should  be  proposed  to 
be  suffered,  to  make  him  tenant  to  the  plaint,  and  also  to 
appoint  any  other  person  to  appear  as  vouchee  or  vouchees 
[and  to  do  all  other  necessary  acts]  for  suffering  such  reco- 
veries ;  which  should  be  as  good  as  if  the  parties  appeared  in 
person.  « 

Keen  v.  Kirby,       12*  It  was  resolved  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  27  Cha. 

1  Mod.  199.      jj^^  |.)^^  where  a  tenant  for  life  of  a  copyhold  sufifered  a  recovery 

as  tenant  in  fee,  it  was  no  forfeiture  of  his  estate ;  for  the  free- 
hold not  being  concerned,  and  it  being  in  a  courtrbaron,  where 
there  is  no  estoppel ;  and  the  lord  who  was  to  take  advantage  of 
it,  if  it  were  a  forfeiture,  being  a  party»  it  was  not  to  be  re- 
sembled to  the  forfeiture  of  a  free  tenant ;  and  that  customary 
estates  had  not  such  accidental  qualities  as  estates  at  common 
law,  unless  by  special  custom. 

4  Rep.  23  a.  13.  A  recovery  upon  a  plaint,  in  the  nature  of  a  real  action 

against  a  tenant  in  tail,  was  a  discontinuance,  and  took  away 
the  entry  of  the  heir  in' tail  [previously  to  the  stat.  3  &  4  WilL  4. 
c.  27.  s.  39.] 

Oliver  v.  ^^  ^^  lands  are  customary  freeholds,  and  pass  by  surroider 

T  j[ft^'474        ^^  ^  borough  court,  it  is  said  that  a  recoveiy  of  such  lands 

suffered  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  might  be  good. 

Did  not  alter  1^-  It  was  resolved  in  a  modern  case,  that  a  recovery  of  a 

(he  descent.       copyhold  had  the  same  effect  as  a  recovery  of  a  freehold,  with 

respect  to  the  descent. 


,  « 
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16,  J.  Younger  being  seised  in  fee  of  freehold  and  copyholds,  i^v.  Bald- 
devised  certain  parts  of  his  estate  to  S.  Atkinson  in  fee,  and  T^^'^  '^•"" 

^^  K.  104. 

other  parts  to  S,  Atkinson  for  life,  with  remainder  to  E.  Water- 
field  in  tail.  These  two  estates  afterwards  came  to  C.  Bowker 
in  tail,  one  of  which  she  took  by  purchase,  under  a  limitation  to 
the  daughters  of  E.  Crow,  the  other  by  descent  under  the  estate 
tail  limited  to  £.  Waterfield.  C.  Bowker  being  so  seised  in  tail 
of  the  different  parts  of  these  estates,  in  different  rights,  suffered 
a  common  recoTery,  with  her  husband,  of  the  whole ;  and  a  ques- 
tion arose  on  the  effect  of  that  recoTcry,  as  to  the  respective  parts 
of  the  estate. 

Lord  Kenyon  said,  it  seemed  to  have  been  admitted  that  the 
<  case  of  Martin  v.  Strachan  decided  this  case,  as  far  as  it  went  tu.  36.  c.  4. 
According  to  that  case  it  stood  thus.:  the  common  recovery  put 
an  end  to  the  estate  tail ;  the  estate  immediately  afterwards  be- 
came an  estate  in  fee ;  and  the  party  whose  estate  was  converted 
into  a  fee,  if  he  took  the  estate  tail  as  a  purchaser,  must  take  the 
fee  as  a  purchaser ;  or  if  he  took  the  estate  tail  by  descent,  must 
take  the  fee  also  by  descent,  as  from  the  same  ancestor.    A  distinc- 
tion, however,  had  been  taken,  between  the  operation  of  a  common 
recovery  respecting  copyholds,  and  freehdds.-    But  it  would 
lead  to  perplexity  if  different  rales  were  applied  to  different  sorts 
of  estates.     Copyhold  estates  were  neither  within  the  statute 
De  donis,  nor  that  of  uses ;  neither  were  they  the  subject  of  en- 
tails, unless  there  wad  a  custom  in  the  manor  to  warrant  it, 
which  was  admitted  in  this  case.    It  was  in  conformity  to  the  rule 
respecting  real  estates,  and  to  prevent  any  estate  being  unalien- 
able, that  the  same  rule  was  adopted  in  the  case  of  copyholds, 
as  a  means  of  unfettering  estates  and  to  prevent  perpetuities. 
And  he  knew  of  no  authorities  which  made  any  distinction  in 
this  respect  between  copyholds  and  freeholds  :  in  aU  other  points, 
where  the  lord  of  the  manor  was  not  prejudiced,  the  same  rule 
of  descent  applied  equally  to  both.    That  this  case  had  been  in- 
geniously argued  on  the  forms  of  a  recovery ;  and  it  had  been 
compared,  as  to  the  copyholds,  to  a  feoffment  and  re-feoffment. 
But  this  was  by  no  means  like  the  case  of  a  feoffment  and  re-, 
feoffment,  and  the  Court  could  not  enter  into  these  forms ;  they 
were  perhaps  inexplicable ;  but  they  must  be  taken  as  a  mere 
mode  of  conveyance  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  and  ought  to  be  so  con- 
sidered in  all  respects ;  it  was  so  considered  by  the  courts  in 
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Martin  v.  Strachan.  Without,  however,  wasting  time  in  going 
through  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Ch.  J.  Lee  in  that  case, 
he  thought  the  Court  was  bound  to  adopt  the  authority  of  it, 
and  apply  it  to  both  these  species  of  property.  Therefore  that 
part  of  the  estate  which  the  person  who  suffered  the  common 
recovery  took  by  purchase,  must  go  to  the  heir  ex  parte  patemd  ; 
and  that  which  she  took  by  descent  from  the  maternal  ancestor, 
to  the  heirs  ev  parte  matemA. 

17.  [The  third  mode  of  barring  entails  was  by  surrender.]* 
Lord  Coke  says,  if  by  custom  copyholds  may  be  entailed, 
the  same  by  like  custom,  by  surrender,  may  be  cut  off;  and  that 
it  had  been  so  adjudged.  In  a  case  in  16  Ja.  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  held,  that  an  entail  of  a  copyhold  could  not  be 
cut  off  by  surrender,  unless  it  were  by  special  custom ;  and 
directed  the  jury  to  find  accordingly.  And  it  was  said,  that  to- 
maintain  this  custom,  it  ought  to  be  shown  that  2i,formedon  had 
been  brought  upon  such  a  surrender,  and  judgment  given  that  it 
did  not  lie :  yet  it  was  agreed  that  it  was  a  strong  proof  of  a 
custom,  that  they  to  whose  use  such  surrenders  had  been  made,, 
had  enjoyed  the  lands  against  the  issue  in  tail. 

18.  In  a  case  concerning  lands  held  of  the  manor  of  Northall, 
in  Essex,  it  was  agreed,  that  where  copyhold  lands  might  be 
entailed,  a  custom  that  a  surrender  should  be  a  bar  or  discon- 
tinuance of  such  estate,  was  good. 

19.  It  appears  to  have  been  settled  in  some  modern  cases,  that 
a  surrender  by  a  tenant  in  tail  of  a  copyhold  will  bar  his  issue, 
without  a  Special  custom,  unless  a  special  custom  be  found  that 
a  recovery  is  necessary. 

20.  A.  being  a  copyholder,  covenanted  by  marriage  articles  to 
surrender  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to 
his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  re« 
mainder  to  his  own  right  heirs.  A.  died  without  having  made 
any  surrender,  leaving  B.  his  son,  and  M.  his  daughter.  B» 
surrendered  the  copyhold  for  payment  of  his  debts. 

Lord  Harcourt  was  of  opinion,  that  the  copyhold  being  en- 
tailed by  the  articles,  could  not  afterwards  by  a  bare  surrender 
be  defeated  without  a  particular  custom  had  been  found  to 
warrant  it  But  this  decree  was  reversed  by  Lord  Cowper,  who 
said  that  prima  facie  it  must  be  taken  that  a  surrender  by  such 
tenant  in  tail  will  bind  his  issue,  unless  a  particular  custom  were 
found  that  there  ought  to  have  been  a  recovery. 
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21.  In  a  subsequent  case  three  Judges  against  Lord  Ch.  J.  Carr  o.  Singer, 
Willes,  held,  that  where  copyholds  were  entailable,  and  the  Roe**.  Jeflfery, 
custom  did  not  prescribe  any  mode  of  barring  the  entail,  it  might  ^'  ^  ^'  ^' 
be  done  by  surrender.     But  the  Lord  Ch.  Justice  thought,  that 

in  sudi  a  case  a  recovery  was  the  proper  mode. 

22.  A  surrender  to  the  use  of  a  will  not  only  effectuates  the 
will,  but  also  operates  as  a  bar  to  an  estate  tail,  of  which  an 
account  will  be  given  in  the  next  Title.  Tit.  38.  c.  4. 

23.  A  custom  of  barring  estates  tail  in  copyholds  by  surren-  A  custom  to 
der,  may  subsist  concurrently  with  a  custom  to  bar  such  estates  reoder,'orby 
by  a  recovery  in  the  lord's  court.  recovery, » 

•^  •'  good. 

24.  In  ejectment  for  a  copyhold  estate,  a  case  was  made  for  Everall  v. 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  wherein  it  was  stated,  that  within  the  i'wii8![26. 
manor  of  CoUingham,  where  the  lands  lay,  there  were  two  2Stra.  1197. 
customs  of  barring  estates  tail,  which  had  been  used  within  the  Dauncey, 

•J  ^-  X     r      •    J  i_  .1-      7  Taunt.  674. 

said  manor  time  out  of  mind;  one  was  by  common  recovery,  the 
other  by  a  surrender  in  fee  to  a  purchaser.  That  £dward  Smalley, 
on  the  marriage  of  his  son  Robert,  surrendered  the  premises  to 
his  son,  and  Susannah  his  wife,  and  their  heirs  in  general  tail. 
They  had  issue  Edward  Smalley,  their  son  and  heir,  who  after 
their  deaths  became  tenant  in  tail,  and  surrendered  the  premises, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  to  John  Mills  and  his  heirs 
in  fee,  who  dying,  left  Robert  Mills  his  heir,  and  plaintiff's  lessor. 
The  defendant  was  Henry  Smalley,  son  and  heir  of  Edward 
Smalley,  who  surrendered  the  premises  to  John  Mills  as  afore- 
said. And  whether  the  defendant  Edwaiid  Smalley,  the  heir  in 
tail,  was  barred  by  the  surrender  in  fee,  where  there  was  also  a 
custom  within  the  same  manor  of  barring  by  recovery,  was  the 
question. 

After  two  arguments,  it  was  unanimously  resolved  by  the 
Court,  that  the  heir  in  tail  was  barred. 

Lord  Ch.  J.  Lee. — 'Mthas  been  said  at  the  bar,  that  a  custom 
in  a  manor  to  bar  a  tail  by  surrender,  ought  only  to  be  allowed 
ex  necessitate,  t.  e.  when  in  the  same  manor  there  is  no  usage  to 
bar  by  a  recovery.  There  is,  indeed,  great  diversity  in  the  books 
as  to  barring  copyhold  entails,  but  in  none  of  them  can  I  find 
any  case  to  warrant  the  distinction.  The  later  opinion  of  judges 
is,  that  in  manor  courts,  where  a  real  action  can  be  brought,  a  re- 
covery in  such  court  will  be  a  good  bar.  I  own  I  can  see  no 
treason  why  the  custom  to  bar  by  surrender  should  not  be  good. 

VOL.  v.  1    I 
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But  it  is  objected  to  barring  entailed  copyholds  by  recovery ;  for 
recompense  in  value  does  not  extend  to  copyholds^  the  issue  in 
tail  of  copyholds  not  being  barred  in  respect  of  the  recovery  in 
value ;  but  to  prevent  the  inconvenience  of  perpetuities,  these 
two  customs  may  well  stand  together,  and  are  but  different' ways* 
of  barring  the  entail ;  and  I  think  the  surrender  the  best." 

Chappie,  Just,  to  the  same  effect. — **  And  the  customs  must 
be  taken  to  be  both  coeval ;  we  cannot  say  which  is  prior ; 
they  seem  equally  convenient^  to  prevent  perpetuities." 

Wright,  Just — ''  It  seems  to  be  agreed  by  the  counsel  on  both 
sides,  that  an  entail  of  a  copyhold  may  be  barred  by  a  recovery, 
or  by  a  surrender  in  fee,  within  a  manor,  where  there  is  no 
custom  for  barring  by  recovery ;  but  it  is  insisted  on  one  side, 
that  these  two  customs  cannot  stand  together.  It  has  been  a 
controverted  question,  since  I  attended  this  bar,  whether  copy- 
holds  could  be  entailed ;  it  is  now  at  this  day  said  they  may,  by 
custom  co-operating  with  the  statute  De  doms;  but  this  is  quite 
new  to  me.  The  statute  De  donis  created  no  new  estate.  Copy- 
holders are  no  more  than  tenants  at  will ;  and  it  is  by  the  will  of 
the  lord,  and  his  mere  consent  only,  that  they  are  permitted  to 
limit  their  copyholds  in  this  or  that  way,  either  by  surrender,  or 
as  the  custom  happens  to  be.  And  surely  the  lord,  who  of  his 
mere  will  permits  a  limitation  to  I.  S.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
may  permit  I.  S.  to  alien  the  same  by  surrender.  Nobody  ever 
thought  that  copyholds  were  within  the  statute  De  donis. 
Barring  entails  in  copyholds  has  been  much  talked  of,  but  I 
think  there  is  no  such  thing :  it  is  only  a  way  invented  and  per- 
mitted by  the  lord,  to  get  rid  of  the  entail ;  the  true  reason  of  the 
issue  in  tail  being  barred  is  the  recovery  over  in  value ;  now  there 
can  be  no  such  thing  in  a  copyhold.  I  think  the  surrender  is 
the  better  way,  if  the  lord  permits  it,  because  cheaper." 

Denison,  Just. — ''  Nothing  more  clear  than  that  tenant  in  tail 

of  a  copyhold  may  bar  his  issue  by  surrender;  and  where  there 

1  Inst.  60  b.      may  be  a  real  action,  there  may  be  a  recovery.    These  are  only 

two  different  conveyances  :  and  it  might  as  well  be  said  that  at 

common  law,  where  there  is  a  fine,  that  will  bar  the  issue  as  well 

as  the  recovery,  therefore  one  t>f  them  must  be  void.    A  sur- 

Doe  ▼.  Traby     render,  I  think,  is  a  more  natural  way  of  conveying  copyholds 

944.  s.  P.  *       ^^^  &  recovery,  and  I  cannot  see  any  use  a  recovery  is  of,  but 

only  to  create  greater  expense." 
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26.  A  grant  of  the  freehold  of  a  copyhold  estate,  to  a  person  A  grant  of  the 
having  an  estate  tail  in  such  copyhold,  will  operate  so  as  to  ex-  destroys  an 
tingnish  and  destroy  the  estate  tail.  ^^^'^  ***^- 

26.  A  person  being  tenant  in  tail  male  of  a  copyhold  estate,  Parker  v. 
remainder  to  himself  in  fee^  purchased  the  freehold  of  the  copy-  i  vem'  393— 
hold  from  the  lord,  and  then  sold  the  land.    The  Court  was  of  ^^  incha. 
opinion,  that  the  purchaser  of  the  freehold  should  attract  the  i?^* 
other  estate^  which  was  but  at  will.    And  after  taking  time  to 
consider  of  it,  decreed  accordingly,  that  the  purchaser  should 

enjoy  against  the  issue  in  tail. 

27.  A  copyholder  in  tail  accepted  a  grant  from  the  loitl  of  the  Dunn  v. 
manor  of  the  freehold  and  fee  simple  of  the  land,  to  him  and  his  *^  p  {^^^j^  9. 
heirs,  and  died  indebted  by  bond,  wherein  his  heirs  were  bound. 

On  a  bill  brought  by  the  bond  creditor  for  satisfaction  out  of  the 
assets  left  by  the  obligor,  the  question  was  whether  the  premises 
were  assets  by  descent,  and  liable  to  the  bond. 

Lord  Macclesfield,  after  time  taken  to  consider  of  it,  thus  de* 
livered  his  opinion : 

**  Unless  it  be  expressly  found  that  the  custom  of  the  manor 
allows  of  entails,  then  this  is  a  fee  conditional,  and  plainly 
merged  by  the  grant  of  the  freehold  in  fee  :  but  supposing  the 
custom  of  the  manor  does  warrant  entails,  yet  the  copyhold  is 
extinguished,  because  in  the  eye  of  the  law  that  is  but  an  estate 
at  will,  and  must  be  merged  by  the  grant  of  the  freehold.  The 
premises  by  such  grant  are  severed  from  the  manor,  consequently 
the  custom  of  the  manor  cannot  corroborate  the  legal  estate  at 
wilL  The  copyholder  cannot  hold  of  himself,  and  the  copyhold, 
though  entailed,  is  swallowed  up  in  the  greater  estate  of  the 
freehold:  and  as  the  tenant,  after  such  time  as  he  took  the 
grant,  did  not  himself  continue  a  copyholder,  so  his  son,  on  the 
descent  of  the  freehold,  is  likewise  no  copyholder ;  which  may 
be  said  from  son  to  son,  ad  infinitum.  Moreover,  if  the  entail  of 
the  copyhold  be  not  extinguished,  it  will  be  a  perpetuity ;  since 
the  only  proper  way  of  barring  the  entail  of  a  copyhold  is,  by 
recovery  in  the  lord*s  court:  but  after  such  severance  as  in 
the  present  case,  no  recovery  can  be  suffered  in  the  lord's 
court." 

28.  At  the  end  of  the  above  case  there  is  a  note,  in  which  it  is 
said :  '*  If  A.  be  copyholder  in  tail,  remainder  to  B.  in  fee,  and 
A.  takes  a  grant  of  the  freehold  from  the  lord,  to  him  and  his 
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heirs,  and  dies  without  issue,  is  not  6.,  in  whom  there  was  once 
a  vested  remainder  in  fee  of  the  copyhold  premises^  entitled  to* 
the  same  ?"  In  answer  to  this  Mr.  Cox  says :  '^  With  respect  to 
the  quare  made  in  the  note  above,  •  it  seems  ^hat  the  remainder- 
roan  could  have  no  equity  against  the  tenant  in  tail,  who  had 
power  to  bar  the  remainder,  one  way  or  other,  upon  the  principles 
of  Cann  v.  Cann,  1  Vern.  480." 

29.  This  doctrine  has  been  confirmed  in  the  following  modem 
case. 

W.  Murhall  surrendered  a  copyhold  to  the  use  of  himself  and 
his  wife  for  their  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor,  remainder  to 
the  use  of  William,  their  eldest  son  in  tail,  remainder  to  John, 
their  second  son  in  tail,  remainder  to  his  .third  and  other  sons  in 
tail.     W.  Murhall,  the  eldest  son,  died  without  issue ;  John  and 
Thomas  were  the  surviving  sons.    The  Duke  of  Bridgewater, 
who  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  manor,  by  lease  and  release  granted 
the  said  premises  to  the  said  W«  Murhall  the  elder,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever,  freed  and  enfranchised  from  all  services.    W. 
Murhall  died  without  having  disposed  of  the  said  premises,  or 
the  freehold  thereof;  by  which  means  they  descended  to  John 
Murhall,  who  by  his  will  charged  the  same  with  the  payment  of 
his  debts  and  legacies,  and  devised  them  to  T.  Murhall,  his  third 
son.     In  this  manor  no  recoveries  were  suffered,  but  estates  tail 
were  barred  by  surrender. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  legatees ;  the  Master  reported  that  the 
premises  were  charged  by  the  will,  to  which  report  exceptions 
were  taken. 

Lord  Loughborough  said,  it  was  impossible  that  any  equity 
could  keep  alive  this  entail ;  Thomas  Murhall,  the  third  son  and 
next  remainder-man  in  tail,  never  could  have  had  a  bill  against 
his  fiither,  and  elder  brother.  No  one  could  have  a  right  against 
the  tenant  in  tail.  The  case  from  Lord  Jeffries  proved  a  plain 
proposition,  that  wliere  the  interest  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  was 
united  with  the  copyhold  in  tail,  there  must  be  a  merger,  for  the 
method  of  barring  it  could  not  exist 

30.  Where  the  trust  of  a  copyhold  is  entailed,  the  same  mode 
of  barring  it  should  be  adopted,  as  if  it  were  a  legal  entail.  This 
proposition  may  be  supported  by  reasoning  analogically  from  the 
case  of  an  equitable  entail  of  freehold  lands ;  and  by  th^  autho- 
rity of  Lord  Hardwicke,  who,  in  discussing  the  mode  of  barring 
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a  conditional  fee  in  a  copyhold^  has  said»  *'  If  the  estate  had  9  Mod.  484. 

been  entailed,  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  have  barred  the 

entail  by  some  proper  means,  either  by  a  recovery  suffered  in  the 

lord's  court,  if  the  custom  of  the  manor  had  admitted  it,  or  by  • 

a  surrender.    And  though  the  entail  had  not  been  of  the  legal, 

but  of  the  trust  estate,  all  possible  endeavours  ought  to  have 

been  used  to  have  barred  it  in  the  ordinary  way.    And  the  rules 

of  the  common  law,  in  regard  to  the  barring  of  such  estate  tail, 

ought  to  have  been  pursued  as  near  as  possible,  according  to  the 

case  of  Otway  v.  Hudson."  Tit  38.  c.  4. 

31.  It  has  been  determined,  that  where  a  tenant  in  tail  of  the 
trust  of  a  copyhold  accepted  a  surrender  of  the  legal  estate  from 
the  trustees,  it  was  a  bar  to  the  entail,  and  remainders  over. 

32.  John  Grayme  surrendered  certain  copyholds  to  the  use  of  Grayme  v, 
two  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  such  uses  as  he  should  declare  i  Wat.  Cop. 
by  his  will ;  and  on  the  same  day  made  his  will,  and  declared 

that  the  trustees  should  stand  seised  of  the  premises  to  the  use 
of  John  Grayme  son  of  Oliver  Grayme,  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  remainder  to  Oliver  Grayme  in  the 
same  manner.  The  trustees  were  admitted.  John  Grayme,  the 
son  of  Oliver,  became  possessed,,  as  tenant  in  tail ;  and  died, 
leaving  a  son  John,  who  also  became  possessed  as  tenant  in  tail ; 
when  the  trustees  surrendered  the  premises  to  the  use  of  the 
said  John  in  fee,  who  was  admitted,  and  died  leaving  three 
daughters. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  as  heir  male  of  Oliver,  by  reason  of 
failure  of  issue  male  of  John.  The  defendants  were  the  daugh- 
ters of  John  the  son,  and  claimed  under  the  surrender  made  by 
the  trustees  to  the  use  of  their  father  in  fee. 

Lord  Apsley  said,  the  acceptance  of  the  surrender,  and  the  ad« 
mittance  under  it,  was  evidence  of  an  intent  to  acquire.a  fee,  and 
therefore  a  bar  to  the  entail  in  equity.  And  dismissed  the  bill, 
but  without  costs. 

33.  [The  modes  of  barring  entails  in  copyholds  by  customary 
fines  and  recoveries  are,  as  before  observed,  abolished  by  the 
recent  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  74.,  which  applies  to  lands 

of  every  tenure.     An  abridgment  of  this  important  act  was  Tit.  2.  c.  2. 
given   under    a    former    title,   where   the   following    sections  "'    "" 
were  referred  to,  and  which  may  be  properly  inserted  in  this 
place. 
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By  dispoBtion        34.  By  8.  60.  of  the  above  statute  it  is  enacted,  that  all  the 

3&4Wili.4.    previous  clauses  in  the  act,  so  far  as  circumstances  and  the 

^*  ^^'  different  tenures  will  admit,  shall  apply  to  lands  held  by  copy  of 

.  court-roll,  except  that  a  disposition  of  any  such  lands  under  the 

act  by  a  tenant  in  tail  thereof^  whose  estate  shall  be  an  estate  at 

law,  shall  be  made  by  surrender,  and  except  that  a  disposition 

of  any  such  lands  under  the  act  by  a  tenant  in  tail  thereof, 

whose  estate  shall  be  merely  an  estate  in  equity,  may  be  made 

t.  53.  either  by  surrender  or  by  a  deed,  as  thereinafter  provided,  and 

except  so  far  as  such  clauses  are  otherwise  altered  or  varied  by 

the  clauses  thereinafter  contained. 

As  to  the  deed        35^  By  8.  51.  it  is  provided,  that  if  the  consent  of  the  pro- 
of conaeot  and  .  •'  "^  '     ^  ^  ■^ 

entiy  of  it  on  tcctor  of  a  settlement  to  the  disposition  of  lands  held  by  copy  of 

where  the  pro>  court-roU  by  a  tenant  in  tail  thereof,  shall  be  given  by  deed, 

tkmentof  copy  ^^^^  ^^^  shall,  either  at  or  before  the  time  when  the  surrender 

holds  consenu  ghall  be  made  by  which  the  disposition  shall  be  effected,  be  ex- 

by  deed  to  the 

dispcsition  of  a    ecuted  by  such  protector  and  produced  to  the  lord  of  the  manor 
tenant  m  tai .     ^^  which  the  lands  are  parcel,  or  to  his  steward,  or  to  the  deputy 

of  such  steward  ;  and  the  consent  of  such  protector  shall  be  void 

unless  such  deed  shall  be  so  executed  and  produced ;  and  on  the 

production  of  the  deed,  the  lord,  or  steward,  or  deputy  steward 

shall  by  writing  under  his  hand,  to  be  indorsed  on  the  deed, 

acknowledge  that  the  same  was  produced  within  the  time  limited, 

and  shall  cause  such  deed,  with  the  indorsement  thereon,  to  be 

entered  on  the  court-rolls  of  the  manor :  and  the  indorsement 

purporting  to  be  so  signed,  shall  of  itself  heprimdjade  evidence 

that  the  deed  was  produced  within  the  time  limited,  and  that  the 

person  who  signed  the  indorsement  was  the  lord  of  the  manor, 

or  his  steward,  or  the  deputy  of  such  steward ;  and  after  such  deed 

shall  have  been  so  entered,  the  lord  of  the  manor,  or  his  steward,  or 

the  deputy  of  such  steward  shall  indorse  thereon  a  memorandum 

signed  by  him  testifying  the  entry  of  the  same  on  the  court-rolls. 

As  to  the  con-        36.  By  s.  52.  it  is  provided,  that  if  the  consent  of  the  pro- 

tector  o*f  a  LT-    tector  of  a  settlement  to  the  disposition  of  lands  held  by  copy  of 

^®?J«°*°^^°py-  court-roll,  by  a  tenant  in  tail  thereof  shall  not  be  given  by  deed, 

given  by  deed,    then  and  in  such  case  the  consent  shall  be  given  by  the  protector 

serving  of  e?i-     ^  the  person  taking  the  surrender  by  which  the  disposition  shall 

donee  of  the       y^^  effected :  and  if  the  surrender  shall  be  made  out  of  court,  it 

same  on  ttie  ' 

court-roUs.         shall  be  expressly  stated  in  the  memorandum  of  such  surrender, 

that  such  consent  had  been  given  and  such  memorandum  shall 
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be  signed  by  the  protector ;  and  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  which 
the  lands  are  parcel,  or  his  steward,  or  the  deputy  of  such 
steward,  shall  cause  the  memorandum,  with  such  statement 
therein  as  to  the  consent,  to  be  entered  on  the  court-rolls  of  the 
manor ;  and  such  memorandum  shall  be  good  evidence  of  the 
consent  and  of  the  surrender  therein  stated  to  be  made ;  and  the 
entry  of  the  memorandum  on  the  court-rolls,  or  a.  copy  of  such 
entry,  shall  be  as  available  for  the  purposes  of  evidence  as  any 
other  entry  on  the  court-rolls  or  a  copy  thereof;  but  if  the  sur- 
render shall  be  made  in  court,  the  lord  of  the  manor,  or  his 
steward,  or  the  deputy  of  such  steward,  shall  cause  an  entry  of 
such  surrender,  containing  a  statement  that  such  consent  had 
been  given,  to  be  made  on  the  court-rolls;  and  the  entry  of  such 
surrender  on  the  court-rolls,  or  a  copy  of  such  entry,'  shall  be  as 
available  for  the  purposes  of  evidence  as  any  other  entry  on  the 
court-rolls,  or  a  copy  thereof. 

37.  By  s.  63.  it  is  provided,  that  a  tenant  in  tail  of  lands  held  Power  to  equit- 
by  copy  of  court-roll,  whose  estate  shall  be  merely  an  estate  in  ^^^^y.  ^ 
equity,  shall  have  full  power  by  deed  to  dispose  of  such  lands  ''f^lf  .^,^"|?^ 
under  the  act  in  the  same  manner  in  every  respect  as  he  could  by  deed, 
have  done  if  they  had  been  of  freehold  tenure ;  and  all  the  pre- 
vious clauses  in  the  act  shall,  so  far  as  circumstances  will  admit, 
apply  to  the  lands  in  respect  of  which  any  such  equitable  tenant 
in  tail  shall  avail  himself  of  that  clause ;  and  the  deed  by  which 
the  disposition  shall  be  effected  shall  be  entered  on  the  court- 
rolls  of  the  manor  of  which  the  lands  thereby  disposed  of  may 
be  parcel ;  and  if  there  shall  be  a  protector  to  consent  to  the  dis- 
position, and  such  protector  shall  give  his  consent  by  a  distinct 
deed,  the  consent  shall  be  void  unless  the  deed  of  consent  be  ex- 
ecuted by  the  protector  either  on  or  at  any  time  before  the  day 
on  which  the  deed  of  disposition  shall  be  executed  by  the  equit- 
able tenant  in  tail ;  and  such  deed  of  consent  shall  be  entered  on 
the  court-rolls ;  and  it  shall  be  imperative  on  the  lord  of  the 
manor,  or  his  steward  or  the  deputy  of  such  steward,  when  re- 
quired so  to  do,  to  enter  such  deed  or  deeds  on  the  court-rolls, 

m 

and  he  shall  indorse  on  each  deed,  so  entered,  a  memorandum 
signed  by  him  testifying  the  entry  of  the  same  on  the  court- 
rolls.  And  it  is  further  provided  that  every  deed  by  which  lands 
held  by  copy  of  court-roll,  shall  be  disposed  of  under  that  clause 
by  an  equitable  tenant  in  tail  thereof,  shall  be  void  against  any 
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person  claiming  such  lands,  or  any  of  them,  for  yaluable  consi- 
deration,  under  any  subsequent  assurance  duly  entered  on  the 
court-rolls  of  the  manor  of  which  the  lands  may  be  parcel*  unless 
the  deed  of  disposition  by  the  equitable  tenant  in  tail  be  entered 
on  the  court-rolls  of  such  manor  before  the  subsequent  assurance 
shall  have  been  entered. 

38.  By  8.  64.  it  is  further  pi*6vided  that  in  no  case  where  any 
disposition  under  the  act  of  lands  held  by  copy  of  cottrt-roll,  by 
a  tenant  in  tail  thereof,  shall  be  effected  by  surrender  or  by  deed, 
shall  the  surrender,  or  the  memorandum,  or  a  copy  thereof,  or  the 
deed  of  disposition,  or  the  deed,  if  any,  by  which  the  protector 
shall  consent  to  the  disposition,  require  inrolment  otherwise  than 
by  entry  on  the  court-rolls. 

39.  In  addition  to  the  clauses  in  the  above  act,  noticed  in  a 
former  volume  of  this  work,  the  following  may  here  be  inserted 
in  reference  to  the  subject  of  the  present  title. 

40.  Section  57.  enacts  that  any  commissioner  acting  in  the 
execution  of  any  fiat  as  thereinbefore  mentioned  under  which 
any  person  shall  be  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  who,  at  the  time  of 
issuing  such  fiat,  or  at  any  time  afterwards  before  he  shall  have 
obtained  his  certificate,  shall  be  a  tenant  in  tail  entitled  to  a 
base  fee  in  lands  of  any  tenure,  shall  by  deed  dispose  of  such 
lands  to  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors  of  the  person  so  entitled  as  thereinbefore  mentioned^ 
provided  at  the  time  of  the  disposition  there  be  no  protector  of 
the  settlement  by  which  the  estate  tail  converted  into  the  base 
fee  was  created ;  and  by  such  disposition  the  base  fee  shall  be 
enlarged  into  as  large  an  estate  as  the  same  could,  at  the  time  of 
such  disposition,  have  been  enlarged  into  under  the  act  by  the 
person  so  entitled  if  he  had  not  become  bankrupt. 

41.  Section  58,  enacts  that  the  commissioner  acting  in  the  ex- 
ecution of  any  such  fiat  as  thereinbefore  mentioned  under  which 
a  person  being,  or  before  obtaining  his  certificate  becoming,  an 
actual  tenant  in  tail  of  lands  of  any  tenure,  or  a  tenant  in  tail 
entitled  to  a  base  fee  in  lands  of  any  tenure,  shall  be  adjudged  a 
bankrupt,  shall,  if  there  shall  be  a  protector  of  the  settlement  by 
which  the  estate  tail  of  such  actual  tenant  in  tail,  or  the  estate 
tail  converted  into  a  base  fee  (as  the  case  may  be)  was  created, 
stand  in  the  place  of  such  actual  tenant  in  tail,  or  tenant  in  tail 
60  entitled  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  so  far  as  regards  the  con* 
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isent  of  such  protector ;  and  the  disposition  of  such  lands,  or  any 
of  them,  by  such  commissioner  as  aforesaid,  if  made  with  the 
consent  of  such  protector,  shall,  whether  such  commissioner  may 
have  made  under  the  act  a  prior  disposition  of  the  same  lands, 
without  the  consent  of  such  protector  or  not,  or  whether  a  prior 
sale  or  conveyance  of  the  same  lands  shall  have  been  made  or 
not,  under  the  said  acts  of  the  sixth  year  of  King  George  the 
Fourth,  and  the  first  and  second  years  of  King  William  the 
Fourth,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  acts  thereafter  to  be  passed 
concerning  bankrupts,  have  the  same  effect  as  such  disposition 
would  have  had,  if  such  actual  tenant  in  tail,  or  tenant  in  tail  so 
entitled  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  had  not  become  bankrupt, 
and  such  disposition  had  been  made  by  him  under  the  act,  with 
the  consent  of  such  protector ;  and  all  the  previous  clauses  in  the 
act,  in  regard  to  the  consent  of  the  protector  to  the  disposition  of 
a  tenant  in  tail  of  lands  not  held  by  copy  of  court-roll,  and,  in 
regard  to  the  time  and  manner  of  giving  such  consent,  and  in 
regard  to  the  inrolment  of  the  deed  of  consent,  where  such  deed 
phall  be  distinct  from  the  assurance  by  which  the  disposition  of 
the  commissioner  shall  be  effected,  shall,  except  so  far  as  the 
same  may  be  varied  by  the  clause  next  thereinafter  contained, 
apply  to  every  consent  that  may  be  given  by  virtue  of  this  pre- 
sent clause. 

42.  Section  59.  enacts  that  every  deed  by  which  any  commis-  As  to  the  inrol- 
sioner  acting  in  the  execution  of  any  fiat  as  thereinbefore  men^-  ^«Vf°itedeed 
tioned  shall  under  the  act  dispose  of  lands  held  by  copy  of  of  dirao«tioD  of 

11       1    11   1  1  1  II        4*    1  4.  frwhold  lands 

court-roll,  shall  be  entered  on  the  court-rolls  of  the  manor  of  and  the  entry 
which  the  lands  may  be  parcel ;  and  if  there  shall  be  a  protector  ^u^/^e'deed 
who  shall  consent  to  the  disposition  of  such  lands  held  by  copy  of  disposition  of 

*^  ^       r^    copyhold  lands; 

of  court-roll,  and  he  shall  give  his  consent  by  a  distinct  deed, 

the  consent  shall  be  void  unless  the  deed  of  consent  be  executed 

by  the  protector  either  on  or  at  any  time  before  the  day  on  which 

the  deed  of  disposition  shall  be  executed  by  the  commissioner ; 

and  such  deed  of  consent  shall  be  entered  on  the  court-rolls;  and. 

it  shall  be  imperative  on  the  lord  of  every  manor  of  which  any 

lands  disposed  of  under  the  act  by  any  such  commissioner  as 

thereinbefore  mentioned  may  be  parcel,  or  the  steward  of  such 

lord,  or  the  deputy  of  such  steward,  to  enter  on  the  court-rolls  of 

the  manor  every  deed  required  by  this  present  clause  to  be  en-  and  of  the  deed 

tered  on  the  court-rolls,  and  he  shall  indorse  on  every  deed  so     ^""^ 
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entered  a  memorandam,  signed  by  him,  testifying  the  entry  of 
the  same  on  the  court-roUs.] 
How  condi-  43.  It  has  been  stated,  that  where  the  custom  of  a  manor 

ban«d.  does  not  admit  of  an  entail  of  a  copyhold,  a  surrender  to  the  use 

5  B.  &*Ald!^*    of  a  person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  gives  him  a  conditional 
^^-  fee.    And  in  that  case  it  has  been  held,  that  a  surrender  after 

issue  had,  will  bar  the  estate. 
Stanton  v.  44.  A  surrender  of  copyhold  lands  was  made  within  the  manor 

Co.  Sap.!.  12.   of  Stevenson,  to  the  use  of  I.  S.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body;  and 

after  issue  had,  he  surrendered  the  same  to  a  stranger. 

It  was  agreed  by  all  the  Justices,  that  this  was  a  conditional 

fee  at  common  law;  and,  that  after  issue,  I.  S.  might  alien  the 

lands. 

Pollen  V,  45.  An  estate  was  limited  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  A.  and  the 

9  Mod.  4^3.      heirs  of  her  body ;  she  married  B.    The  lands  were  copyhold, 

and  not  capable  by  the  custom  of  being  entailed,  so  that  no  re- 
covery could  be  suffered  of  them.  The  husband  and  wife,  by 
indenture  of  bargain  and  sale,  to  lead  the  uses  of  a  recovery,  de- 
clared that  the  lands  should  be  to  the  use  of  the  husband  and 
his  heirs;  and  afterwards  suffered  a  common  recovery  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  taking  this  estate  to  be  a  fee 

simple  conditional  at  common  law,  in  trust  for  the  wife,  as  it 

really  was,  after  the  condition  performed,  she  might  have  devised 

'  it,  had  she  been  sole,  by  will,  which  would  have  operated  as  a 

good  appointment  of  the  trust.     Being  a  feme  covert,  she  had 

joined  with  her  husband  in  executing  a  deed  to  make  a  tenant 

I  to  the  pracipef  and  suffering  a  common  recovery  to  the  use. of 

I  the  husband  and  his  heirs.    Now  it  was  certain  that  a  feme 

^  covert  might,  by  a  common  recovery,  convey  her  fee  simple  land, 

as  well  as  bar  an  estate  tail ;  for  she  being  secretly  examined 

before  the  recovery  was  suffered,  she  was  as  effectually  barred  as 

!  she  would  be  in  the  case  of  a  fine.    But  besides  this  deed  and 

recovery,  the  husband  and  mfy  had  gone  further;  they  had 
brought  their  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  against  the  trustees 
to  convey  the  legal  estate,  and  a  decree  had  been  made  for  that 
purpose,  which  he  was  to  suppose  had  been  carried  into  execu- 
tion ;  so  that  all  had  been  done  that  could  be  done  to  transfer 
the  estate  to  the  husband.  And  he  was  of  opinion  that  it  was 
well  transferred ;  and  he  did  not  see  how  this  differed  from  the 
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devise  of  a  trust  copyhold  estate,  which  had  always  been  held  Tiuss.c.  4. 
good. 

46.  Although  in  general  a  copyhold  estate  can  only  be  aliened  ^^®^  °^ 
by  surrender  and  admittance,  yet  Lord  Coke  says,  where  a  man  l  insu  59  a. 
hath  but  a  right  to  a  copyhold,  he  may  release  it  by  deed,  or  by 

copy,  to  one  that  is  admitted  tenant  de  facto. 

47.  A  copyholder  surrendered  his  lands  out  of  court  to  the  use  Kite  and 

,  Quemton  t 

of  another  and  his  heirs,  upon  certain  conditions.    At  the  next  case, 
court  the  surrender  was  presented,  but  in  the  presentment  the        ^' 
conditions  were  omitted  ;  and  the  person  to  whose  use  the  sur 
render  was  made  being  dead,  the  lord  by  the  steward,  according 
to  the  custom,  admitted  his  daughter  and  heir,  who  entered. 
The  person  who  m^de  the  surrender,  by  his  deed,  released  to  the 
daughter,  being  in  possession,  and  afterwards  entered  upon  her:  * 

and  if  his  entry  was  lawful,  or  not,  was  the  question. 

It  was  adjudged  that  his  entry  was  not  lawful.  The  great 
doubt  was,  if  by  the  said  release  by  deed,  the  customary  right 
of  the  copyholder  was  extinct,  and  be  who  made  the  surrender 
barred  of  his  right :  and  it  was  objected  that  Littleton  says,  a 
copyholder  cannot  alien  his  land  by  deed,  but  if  he  will  alien,  he 
ought  to  surrender ;  and  that  such  tenants  are  caHed  tenants,  by 
copy,  because  they  have  no  other  evidence  concerning  their  tene- 
ments, but  the  copies  of  the  court-rolls ;  and  it  was  said  that 
that  excludes  all  releases  by  deed,  for  then  they  would  have 
other  evidences  than  the  court-rolls.  Also  it  was  said,  that  he 
who  purchases  the  land,  may,  upon  searching  the  i^Us,  be  ad- 
vised if  the  title  of  the  land  be  good.  But  if  a  release  by  deed 
should  extinguish  rights,  then  it  would  be  very  dangerous  to 
purchasers,  for  that  does  not  appear  in  the  rolls.  To  which.it 
was  answered  and  resolved,  that  the  release  in  the  case  at  bar  ex- 
tinguished the  right  of  the  copyholder;  and  their  reason  was, 
because  he  to  whom  the  release  was  made  was  admitted  to  the  . 
tenements  and  copyhold  in  possession  ;  so  that  a  release  of  the 
customary  right  might  enure  to  him,  and  therefore  the  lord  was  Hon  v.  Shard- 
not  at  any  prejudice,  for  he  had  his  fine  upon  admittance,  and  36.  s!  P. 
he  to  whom  the  release  was  made,  was  in  by  title,  namely,  by 
the  lord's  admittance ;  and  so  the  release  enured  by  way  of  ex- 
tinguishment. 

48.  It  was  said  in  the  same  case,  that  if  a  copyholder  be  4  Rq>.  26.  b. 
ousted  by  tort,  there  his  release  by  deed  to  the  disseisor,  or  other 
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wfODg-doer,  doth  not  transfer  his  right,  nor  bar  him,  for  tuNJ 
reasons :  I.  Because  he  has  no  customary  estate  upon  which  tlH| 
Release  of  the  customary  right  can  enure ;  IL  It  would  be  to  thd 
lord's  prejudice*  for  thereby  he  would  lose  his  fine  and  seririces  s 
and  for  these  reasons  the  release  by  deed  in  such  case  is  utterljr 
void.  And  this  is  not  against  any  thing  Littleton  says,  for  ho 
1. 74.  speaks  of  an  alienation  by  surrender*  and  that  of  necessity  ought 

to  be  into  the  lord's  hands*  according  to  the  custom*     But  the 
release  in  the  case  at  bar  could  not  be  made  to  the  lord,  but  to 
the  copyhold  tenant  in  possession. 
Co.  Cop.  1.  S6.      49.  Lord  Coke  says*  if  a  person  is  ousted  of  his  copyhold,  and 

the  lord  admits  him  who  has  ousted  the  copyholder,  according 
to  the  custom*  a  release  by  the  person  ousted  will  extinguish  his 
right.    But  if  a  copyholder  makes  a  lease  for  years  of  his  copy- 
hold* he  cannot  by  his  release  pass  the  reversion ;  because  such 
Tit.  32.  c.  6.      release  enures  by  way  of  enlargement  to  transfer  an  interest,  and 

not  by  way  of  extinguishment  to  drown  a  right    The  proper 
way  would  be,  to  surrender  the  reversion  to  the  lord,  and  he  to 
grant  it  over  to  the  lessee. 
Wue  0.  Pretty*      50.  If  two  persons  have  a  copyhold  estate  in  joint  tenancy, 

and  one  of  them  releases  to  the  other*  this  is  good*  without  any 
surrender  or  admittance  of  him  to  whom  the  release  was  made ; 
because  the  first  admittance  was  of  them  and  every  of  them  ;  and 
the  ability  to  release  arose  from  the  first  admittance. 
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